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PREFACE. 


Tue purpose of this enquiry is to critically investigate 
the recension of the Targum of Onkelos preserved in the 
Yemen Mss. and to establish a comparison between these 
Mss. and the Western or European texts, which are at 
present best represented by Berliner’s recent edition. 
Berliner did not avail himself, however, of these Eastern 
Mss. and his edition is therefore, to a certain extent, 
inadequate and can hardly be accepted as final. In order 
to establish a critical edition this enquiry goes into minute 
details of grammar, differences of vocalization and ortho- 
graphy, additions and omissions, interchange of particles 
and variant readings. Part I contains the general outlines 
of this research and the results arrived at. Part II shows 
the more detailed comparison and lists of examples, 
following the text of the Bible, chapter and verse. The 
investigation concludes with a few specimen chapters of 
the Targum text, according to the version given by the 
Yemen Mss. It will probably reflect the original Palestinian 
form. Instead of making an index I have given a detailed 
Table of Contents. It is my fervent hope that this humble 
effort may be appreciated by students of the Bible and 
may give an incentive to the true appreciation of the work 
of Onkelos. 
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I. HISTORY OF THE TEXT. 


1. It is universally acknowledged that of all the Trans- 
lations of the Bible that bearing the name of Onkelos enjoyed 
the greatest veneration from very ancient times; because it 
rests upon the Exegesis of the Tanaim, and is considered 
to represent the original traditional Interpretation. 

Its sanctity was enhanced when the Amoraim invested it 
with great authority by making it an official decree that it 
should be publicly read in the Synagogue side by side with 
the Hebrew original. 

The neglect of this Rabbinical decree was in later times 
greatly blamed by some of the Geonim. This neglect of 
the Targum was most noticeable among the Jews living in 
arabic-speaking countries, after the arabic language had 
supplanted the Aramaic as the Jewish vernacular. Among 
other authorities who have blamed the Jews for their laxity 
in carrying out the principle of Don Ins KRIpa Bw the 
names of Jehuda b. Qoreis, Samuel Hanagid and the Geo- 
nim Natronai and Hai stand out most prominently. 

Their admonitions had a salutary effect for throughout 
the middle ages and at the present time this precept is 
strictly adhered to, and this accounts for the veneration in 
which it is held by the Jews—a veneration which, it may 
be added, is shared by all students of Holy Writ, on account 
of the light which this translation throws upon many obscure 
passages in the Bible, as well as for its intrinsic merits’. 


1 Cf. Delitzsch ,,Zur Geschichte der jiidischen Poesie“. Leipzig 
1836, pp. 27 and 135. 
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2. The Targum originated in Palestine, but was sub- 
sequently transplanted to Babylon where it enjoyed great 
esteem, coming, as it did from the Holy Land. Similarly 
we find the study of the Calendar and the Ritual pursued 
with great zest in Babylon, both of which are products of 
Palestinian learning. In Babylon, as we shall see more 
clearly presently, a fresh redaction of the text was made, 
which differed in many respects, from the original Plst. Version. 

From Babylon the Trg. travelled to Europe, first to Italy 
and then to Germany and Northern France, and also to 
Spain and Provence. 

3. In the course of its travels, the text of the Trg. 
became more and more corrupt. Some time? after its arrival 
in Europe the original Spl. vocalization was exchanged for 
the Sbl. system which was used for the Hebrew language, 
a change which had the most pernicious effect upon the 
text. The evil was aggravated by the ignorance of the 
European scribes who inserted marginal glosses in the text 
and heaped errors upon errors until the text of the Trg. 
became in an all-but-hopeless condition. 

4. The result of this is seen in the texts which are in 
common use to-day. These are far from perfect. Various 
expedients have been tried from time to time to improve 
the text with but indifferent success, the reason being that 
all the would-be amenders started from an incorrect stand- 
point. They all assumed that the European copies were 
based upon the original text, whereas they originate from 
the Bbl. Redaction. Buxtorf wished to remodel the text 
according to Bibl. Aram., quite ignoring the fact that a long 
time had elapsed between the Aramaic of the Bible and that 
of the Trg. and that the Trg. was composed under entirely 
different circumstances, and for an entirely different purpose. 

Lagarde thought he would be serving the interests of 


t At the beginning of the 12th century by Nathan B. Machir of 
Ancona, according to an epigraph of the Codex 12 of de Rossi 
(v. Berliner ,,Targum Onkelos“. Berlin 1884, Vol. II, p. 134). 


science in the best way by omitting the vowel-signs and 
confining his attention to establishing a correct and critical 
consonantal text, but, it must be remarked, he did not even 
attain this ideal. 

Berliner’s edition of the Targum’, (B.) which is a reprint 
of the Sabionetta edition of 1554 suffers for the same reason 
as all other European Editions. His sources are all Euro- 
pean MSS. none of which exhibit the original text but the 
subsequent Babyl. redaction. It is undoubtedly superior to 
any of its predecessors, besides which the edition is in- 
valuable containing as it does the products of a life-study 
and embodying the ripe results of all B.’s predecessors in 
the same branch of learning. Before proceeding to the in- 
vestigation how our Trg. texts may be improved by reference 
to MSS. unknown to B. and hitherto all-but-neglected and 
which will serve as basis for our own investigations it is 
necessary to know something about O., his time and the 
general character of his translation of the Pentateuch. 


II. ONKELOS AND HIS TRANSLATION. 


1. As to the date of this translation much difference 
of opinion has existed. Frankel? and Geiger3 place its date 
in the time of the later Talmudists, but by observing certain 
characteristics of the translation B. has fixed the time as 
contemporaneous with or immediately following the time of 
R. “Aqiba; second half of the second century. He bases 
this opinion upon the Targumist’s consistent avoidance of 
anthropomorphisms (which is also a characteristic of the 
LXX), the little necessity felt for aramaicising Greek words 
—these words being au courant in the original Greek in 
“Aqiba’s time—and the Targumic embodiment of “Aqiba’s 
‘hal. and hag. principles¢. 

t Berlin: 1884. 2 ,,Zu dem Targum der Propheten‘. Breslau 
1872, p. 9. 3 Urschrift und die Ubersetzungen der Bibel. Breslau 
1857, p. 164. 41c. pp. 102—108. Cf. also Zunz “Gottesd. Vort.” 


Frankfort 1892, p. 132. 
Al 
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2. As regards the character of this Translation, this is 
described with great clearness and minuteness by B.* Our 
Trg. is neither too literal nor too free; it shows a remarkable 
agreement with the Massoretic Text?; it always follows the 
Qeré leaving the Ketib unnoticed3 a characteristic which is 
also noticeable in a MS. of Daniel with Spl. vocalization 
which came under my notice, and the importance of which 
will be considered in chapter VIII. The Targumist omits 
certain pleonasms which are to be found in the Hebrew 
text+, he occasionally endeavours to imitate the sound of 
the original text’, employs a rich store of synonyms, oc- 
casionally makes use of circumlocution and simplifies figura- 
tive expressions. Both the Tetragrammaton and o15x are 
rendered “°, which was written "™ (until this was taken as 
a sign for the Trinity), of which various modifications, such 
as ", 2, "2" are found. The reason of the Targumist’s dis- 
like of the word mcn>x is found in the employment of this 
word for strange gods?. When o>x ™ occur together, the 
Targumist must naturally reproduce them as they occur in 
the Hebrew text. 

3. According to Rapoport®, where we have a law 
which applies to the administration of justice the Targu- 
mist renders literally, but where a command occurs which 
affects each individual member of the community, the tra- 
ditional explanation is given. But so many exceptions to 
this rule are to be found, that it must be rejected, and 
that given by Adler? substituted for it. This rule runs 
thus—Whenever the Targumist has to meet the contra- 
dictory views of Sectarians, or in those cases wherein the 
people have not yet attained a complete knowledge of 


I pp. 206—224 l.c. 2 Lc. p. 207. 3 1.G p. 209, 4hle 
p- 210, Slice p. 211. 6 lu p. 223. 7 That this is not always 
the case may be seen from Exodus 12, 12 where Droste stb is rendered 
swiss mye. 8 In Kerem Hemed V, 223 and VL 220 also in “37 


mas pibw (Prague: 1861) p. 11. 9 In the Introduction to his “25 pasna 
Wilna: 1874, 


the tradition, or when the Tanaim themselves differ upon 
the point in question, the Targumist gives the better of 
the two traditions, but where the tradition is unassailable 
he renders literally‘. Singer, however, says we can lay 
down no general rule, but O. employs the Halacha in 
his translation where a literal rendering would remain 
obscure ?. 

4. Great care was taken to ensure the correct recital 
of the Trg., this being especially the case with the Trg. of 
the Pentateuch3, A verse was given out by the Reader in 
Hebrew, which was immediately followed by its Aramaic 
translation rendered by the Meturgeman. More laxity was 
allowed with the recital of the Prophets, in which three 
verses were taken together before the Meturgeman recited 
their translation+. Both Reader and Meturgeman had to 
preserve a reverential demeanour, in virtue of the solemn 
office which they held’. As, however, a standard official 
translation had not then yet appeared, opportunity was given 
to the Meturgemanim to insert their own interpretation of 
the text. This privilege was occasionally abused and we 
find some of the Meturgemanim blamed by the Rabbis® on 
this account. The writing down of the Trg.—just as that 
of the Misna—was at first prohibited’, but this prohibition 
only applied to the writing down for the purpose of public 
reading, but private copies could be held by the scribes for 
their own use. 


1B. lc pp. 224—225. 2 Singer: ,,Onkelos und das Verhalt- 
niss seines Targums zur Halacha“. Halle 1881. 3B. lc. p. 84. 
4 Cf. Migna. Megillah IV, 4 and Talmud. Bab. Tr. Megillah 24a. 
5 Cf. Tur, Orah Hayyim ch. 145 and Maimonides ben mbm XII, 11. 
In Tal. Bab. Tr. Megillah Cap. Il]. R. Nissim quotes a Jerusalemi- 
tan Talmud as the origin of this custom. 6 Cf. Talmud of Baby- 
lon Tr. Megillah 23b and 24a. 7 Cf. Talm. Jer. Tr. Megillah 
IV, 1 and Talmud Bab. Sabbath 115a, v. Zunz. l.c. p. 65. 


III. IMPORTANCE OF THE YEMEN MSS. 


1. It is strange that hitherto only European MSS. have 
been studied in connection with the Trg. Since then how- 
ever a number of Targum MSS. have come to Europe from 
South Arabia but have received little attention; scholars 
having regarded them of linguistic importance only. In this 
way, one of them (which I shall subsequently call C) has 
been employed by B.*, Merx* and Margoliouth >. 

2. At the outset of our investigation into the importance 
of these MSS. we must ask ourselves two questions. 

Is it correct to call the Spl. system of vocalization the 
Babyl. system? Does the study of the Trg. in Babylon, or 
the redaction of a version of the Trg. in that country 
necessarily imply that its study was neglected in its mother- 
country, Palestine? Now the Spl. punctuation has been fre- 
quently described as the Babyl. system‘, a nomenclature which 


tl. c. pp. 159—160. 2 “Chrestomathia Targumica”, Berlin 1888, 
pp. 68—103. 3 On the Superlinear vocalization (Transactions of 
the 9th Congress of Orientalists Il, London 1893), pp. 46—56. 
4 Thus Neubauer connects the Yemen Jews with Babylon in his article 
on “The Literature of the Jews in Yemen” (Jewish Quarterly Review 
III, pp. 604—622). Speaking of the epitaphs which have been dis- 
‘covered in Yemen, Neubauer says (p. 608): “These epitaphs, dated 
according to the era of the contracts point to an acquaintance with 
the Babylonian schools, for the Italian early epitaphs date from the 
era of the destruction of the 2nd Temple and later on bear, in 
addition, the era of the creation. The Jews of Yemen continue up 
to the present day to date from the era of the contracts, using Aramaic 
formulae, which point more to Babylonia than to Palestine. More- 
over, the use of superlinear vowel-points (usually called Assyrian Punc- 
tuation) in the pointed Hebrew Texts written in Yemen would argue 
their connection with the Eastern Massoretic Schools rather than with 
the Palestinian one at Tiberias”. But Margoliouth is not at all certain 
of the Bbl. origin of the Spl. vocalization. “The theory which identifies 
the originators of the superlinear punctuation with the Masoretic 
Schools of the "smn or “Easterns” rests partly on an epigraph in 
he Parmese Codex de Rossi 12 of A. D. 1311, and partly—or rather 


is also employed by B., but, as far as can be observed, no 
proofs have yet been given to show its Bbl. origin*. B.? 
says: “it is doubtful when the vowel-signs were first added 
but probably they were added in Babylon, in which country 
the peculiar Spl. punctuation was in use”. No reason is 
advanced why we should make this assumption. Then why 
assume that they were added in Babylon? Is it not just as 
likely that they were originally written in Palestine and came 
over to Babylon with the Trg. text? 

This seems the more probable after Néldeke’s assertion 3 
that “the authoritative Targum although redacted in Babylon 


chiefly—on the internal evidence afforded by the readings and marginal 
tubrics of the Codex Babylonicus” (l.c. p. 51). But he proceeds to 
point out that this is a very flimsy foundation for the origin of the 
Spl. system. How can we trust a single scribe of the 14th century 
whilst the contemporaries of the originators of this system are silent 
on the subject. Margoliouth especially singles out Saadia and points 
out how inexplicable his silence would be were the superlinear system 
of Bbl. origin. As for the internal evidence from the Codex Baby- 
lonicus it must be remembered that this MS. does not exhibit the 
primitive Spl. system, but shows the Spl. punctuation in a highly com- 
posite and developed form which would naturally approach the Eastern 
or Bbl. forms of that Masoretic School. Hence it is hardly fair to 
argue from this MS. to prove the Bbl. origin. Margoliouth also 
refutes various other theories which have been set up to prove the 
origin of this system, but his own theory that this system represents 
a mixed nestorian-jacobite punctuation appears to be very forced, and 
is more than improbable if we are to admit this system to be of 
Palestinian origin. Cf. Seligsohn pp. 12, 19, 32. 

1 Likewise Dalman: ,,Zwar ist die superlineare Vokalisation der 
von dort neuerlich nach Europa gekommenen Targumhandschriften 
keineswegs als aramaische Wiedergabe palastinischer Aussprache des 
Aramdischen anzusehen. Vielmehr wird sie einer in Babylonien ge- 
lehrten schulmassigen Behandlung des Onkelostargums entstammen, 
der gegeniiber der Konsonantentext der sog. jerusalemischen Targume 
ofters eine altere und urwiichsigere Form des Onkelostextes reprasen- 
tiert* (Grammatik des jiidisch-palastinischen Aramaisch, Leipzig 1894, 
I, p. V—VD. 2 legs: po 131s 3 Th. Nédldeke, Mandaische Gram- 
matik. Halle 1875. Introduction p. V. 
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exhibits a dialect whose fundamental characteristics are 
Palestinian. 

For the present then, the system should be called the 
Superlinear (Spl.) system, without defining it further as either 
Bbl. or Plst. we shall see further on in chapter V how much 
more appropriate this system is to the Aramaic language 
than the Sbl. system now in use. 

3. B.? states that for various reasons but principally 
through the decay of the Plst. schools, the Trg. left its native 
country and its study was transferred to Babylon. But are 
we sure that the Trg. ever left Palestine or that its study 
was neglected by the Jews of the Holy Land? May it not 
have travelled to Babylon—just as the Calendar and Ritual 
did—and yet have been continued in Palestine? It is true 
that the Jews of Palestine were greatly harassed in their 
studies by political troubles which interfered with their liberty 
and yet we know that they were always the great leaders 
of the study of the Bible, a fact which the Massora—that 
invaluable guide to the correct Text of our Hebrew Bible— 
and the various Midrasim bear witness to. 

Now we know that both the Massora and the Midrasim 
hail from Palestine. Again, the Jerusalem Trg. which has 
come down to us, although differing in character from the 
Trg. of O., shows at least that the study of the Trg. was 
pursued in Palestine. Now this Jerusalem Trg. is entirely 
hagadic in character, may we not then assume that side by 
side with this hag. Trg. there existed a literal Trg., the same 
version, in fact, which was transferred to Babylon? Just as 
Palestine produced two such varied studies as those of the 
Massora and Midras, it is probable that the two Recensions 
of the Trg.—the literal and the hag.—existed in this country 
side by side. This will perhaps be seen more clearly after 
it will be shown that Yemen MSS. appear to contain the 
original Plst. text. 


11.c. p. 108, 


4. The natural result of the attention bestowed upon 
the Trg. in Babylon is seen in that redaction of the text 
which although adhering. to the original version to a great 
extent must have inevitably become somewhat corrupted in 
its language in course of time, in spite of the efforts of the 
Rabbis of the time to preserve the text intact by placing 
the stamp of their authority upon it. As texts became 
multiplied more mistakes must have gradually crept in. As 
the words were also, in all probability, differently pronounced 
in Babylon, their orthography became changed, and the ori- 
ginal vocalization must have been at least considerably 
modified. Another tendency became noticeable in the sub- 
stitution of hag. explanations in the place of the original 
literal rendering. In time a reaction set in in favour of the 
original Plst. Version; and this movement is represented 
by the so-called Nehardean tradition, in contradistinction 
to the tradition of Sura, which is substantially represented 
by the text which we find to-day in our European editions. 
When the Trg. came to Europe it was then punctuated in 
the original Spl. vocalization which it had probably received 
in Palestine. Some time after its arrival’, this Spl. vocali- 
zation was altered in favour of the Sbl. system in use with 
the Hebrew text. This inevitably led to great confusion’, 
for the Trg. text had already undergone considerable modi- 
fications after its arrival in Babylon, and now another alte- 
ration taking place which practically involved the rewriting 
of the text in its entirety the result can easily be imagined. 
As copies were increased in Europe the evil became magni- 
fied and was greatly aggravated by the ignorance shown by 
the scribes, of the Aramaic language; the result of all this 
we have already seen in the various devices made by scholars 
to amend the corrupt text. These were all unsuccesful 
because the scholars depended upon the Babyl. recension 


ty. B. lc. p. 134. 2 “Our editions are greatly neglected, 
whilst old editions and MSS. have superior readings”. (A. Geiger: 
Nachgelassene Schriften, Vol. 4, Berlin 1876, p. 104.) 


which must have been a considerable modification of the 
Plst. original. 

5. Of late years a rich store of treasure has been brought 
to light by the discovery of MSS. of the Trg. from Yemen 
most of which are punctuated with the Spl. vocalization, a 
fact which in itself invites the student to their study if only 
from a linguistic point of view. On examining these MSS. 
more closely most far-reaching and profound differences are 
to be found. These variations occur not only in the vocali- 
zation, pronunciation and orthography but also in the exe- 
gesis of the text itself, especially in the interpretation of 
several important hag. and poetical passages, in which cases 
the usual hag. interpretation is replaced by a literal trans- , 
lation. * 

What then do all these peculiar facts point to? It is 
unlikely that the Jews of Yemen had a peculiar tradition 
of their own although we know that they settled in Sou- 
thern Arabia at a very early period. “Certain it is that 
centuries before Mohammed there were powerful Jewish 
communities in North Arabia as well as in South Arabia or 
Yemen”?. 

6. The various differences which are noticeable in these 
Trg. MSS. induce one to believe that they represent the 
original Plst. text. The changes in vocalization, pronun- 
ciation and orthography remind us—as will be shown in 
chapters V to VIII—of the Bib. Aram. and Syriac grammatical 
forms and approximate more closely to the Nehardean tra- 
dition, or we may perhaps call it the Nehardean recension. 
The preference shown for a literal translation may be ac- 
counted for by observing that the Plst. Jews had another 
Trg. which is entirely hag. in tendency. 

7. The object, then, of this investigation is to endeavour 


t Geiger although ascribing a Babylonian origin to the Targum 
of Onkelos points out that its character is literality, which he regards 
as a later protest against the fanciful interpretations of the earlier 
exegetists. lc. vol. 4,p. 104. 2 vy. Neubauer l.c. p. 605. 


to show the true character of the original Trg. of O. and 
so pave the way for a critical edition of that Trg. I will 
now deal separately with each of the points enumerated 
above, and show in how far these characteristics strengthen 
our views as to the original and Plst. character of the Trg. 
of these MSS. But before entering into the examination of 
these MSS., a short description of those I have made use 
of, may be now given. 


IV. THE YEMEN MSS. 


1. Codex Montefiore, No. 502; which I call 4 is peculiar 
in having a Sublinear vocalization for the Aramaic as well 
as for the Hebrew text, which may perhaps be regarded 
as an unsuccesful attempt on the part of the scribe to bring 
the two systems of vocalization into harmony with each 
other. It also differs from the other MSS. in having the 
Hebrew text in large square characters in the middle of 
the page, whilst the Trg. and Arabic translation are placed 
on the sides and the commentary of Rasi below. It con- 
sists of 133 folios and extends till the end of Exodus. The 
writing is bold, square and pointed; and the paper stout 
and dark. It is probably of the 18th century and is written 
throughout in one hand (except the marginal notes). The 
quires consist of 7 leaves, but nearly every leaf has the 
custos at the bottom. The number of lines in each page, 
both in the Hebrew text, and in the Aramaic and Arabic 
translations at the sides, naturally varies according to the 
length of the commentary of Ragi below, but the average 
number is 19 lines for the Hebrew text, 30 for the trans- 
lations and about 8 for the commentary. The Hebrew text 
has an average of 8 words to the line. There are no mas- 
soretic directions except that at the end of every ParaSa the 
number of verses contained in that portion is given with a 
mnemonic. It is one of the characteristics. of Eastern MSS. 


that they have little or no illuminations, and all these MSS. 
(except C) have only an ornamental figure on the margin at 
the end of every Parasa. 

2. Codex Montefiore, No. 508. I call this MS. 2. This 
is a remarkably fine and clear MS. and will be frequently 
found to be valuable in retaining the original literal render- 
ing, whilst an haggadic interpretation is inserted on the margin. 
It consists of 159 folios, 4 leaves making a quire; the 
custos, being given at irregular intervals, an average of 
24 lines to a page and 10 words to a line. Thick, oriental 
paper and the oldest part in bold and round hand. It is 
unfortunately in a very imperfect condition and is written 
in no less than four distinct handwritings, of which the third 
and fourth appear to be quite modern. The oldest hand 
extends from f. 3—87, 98—102 and 104—110 and is Spl. 
throughout, both Hebrew and Aramaic, it probably dates 
from the 16th or 17th century; the second hand (f. 78—79, 
103 and 111—15s), has the Sbl. vocalization for the Hebrew 
and the Spl. for the Trg. It is less round and bold; and 
is perhaps of the 17th or 18th centuries, the third (f. 1—2, 
156—159) is much more minute and is Sbl. throughout; 
probably 18th or 19th century. The fourth hand has added 
numerous marginal readings as well as Genesis 44, 10—15. 
Many verses in the second hand are left entirely unpunctuated. 
Again the only Massoretic note is the number of verses 
contained in each Parasa. The MS. extends till Exodus 24, 2. 
Each Hebrew verse is followed first by its Targum. and then 
by its Arabic translation. 

3. Cis the British Museum MS. Or. 2363 and has been 
fully described by Dr. Berliner’. 

4. D was placed at my disposal by the Rev. Dr. Gaster 
(Codex Heb. Gaster No. 2) and is the most perfect and reliable 
of all; scribes’ errors being few and far between; and no 
sign being used either for Dag. or R. The paper is thinner 


+ le. pp. 132, 134 (Note 4), 137, 159 and 160. 


than that of 4d or 4, and the writing is beautifully clear 
and round; probably 17th century. It consists of 159 folios, 
written throughout in one hand and extends till the end of 
Exodus. There are about 27 lines to each page and about 
14 words to each line. The MS. has been rebound, hence 
it is impossible to tell the quires, but every page has the 
custos. There are frequent marginal notes by a later hand; 
the only Massoretic notes being the number of verses at the 
end of every Parasa and the number of mmnp and myraino 
at the end of each Book. A note at the end informs us 
that the scribe’s name was ON" 32 NX “VVO ja mwa; whilst a 
notice inside the original cover seems to point that the MS. 
was in somebody’s possession in 1809. It runs mbm mins 
power (A)wa ESR PAN mew pw AN (P woamd) Twin pan Aws 
(myy)ywd sw osm. This points to the year 2121 of the 
Seleucidan era, corresponding to 1809 C. E. The last page 
is adomed with a cabalistic devise with a large figure of 
the Menorah, each branch of the candlestick having an 
appropriate scriptural quotation. Each verse is followed by 
its Trg. and then by its Arabic translation. All the MSS. 
are Folios and have been very much used. 


V. THE SUPERLINEAR VOCALIZATION =. 


1. We will first consider the system of vocalization used 
in these MSS. 

In the Spl. vocalization we have six vowel-signs which 
are written above the consonants. These are Qames™ (Q.), 
Patah (P.), Sere’ (S.), Hireq (H.), Holem ‘(Ho.) and Sureq’ (S). 
Besides these signs a horizontal line represents the Sewa 


1 This system has only been lately discovered, being brought to 
light by the Karaite Rabbi Firkowitsh about 50 years ago. It represents 
the older system, since it is more simple and primitive than the sub- 
linear system (cf. also the expression by 11p3) and it is unusual to regress 
from « well developed to a primitive vocalisation. 


Mobile and in Ca slanting line ' indicates the Rafe sign, 
A, B and C also make occasional use of the Dag. point 
within the letter. 

2. This system of punctuation is peculiarly appropriate 
to the Aramaic language. The inevitable Hebraisms which 
must occur in a text punctuated with vowel-signs which were 
taken direct from those in use in the Hebrew language are 
not noticeable in the Spl. system. As an example, we may 
take, the absence of any particuliar sign to represent the 
Hatef. This semi-vowel is unknown in the Aramaic language 
and in Biblical Aramaic it must have been taken from the 
Hebrew. It is remarkable that in a Bible MS. which I con- 
sulted in the British Museum (Or. 2374), the only words in 
Daniel and Ezra which seemed to have a particular sign 
for the Sewa compositum are D4p and >"3p which are written 
thus ‘Sp and b3p. This appropriateness of the Spl. system 
to Aramaic leads us to think that it was invented for the 
Aramaic language in Palestine as was suggested by Dr. 
Gaster in the course of his lectures at Montefiore College; 
and that it is, consequently, just as incorrect to apply the 
Spl. system to the Hebrew language—as some of the Yemen 
MSS. do—as it is to apply the Sbl. system to the Aramaic 
language. 

3. Various suggestions have been made with respect to 
the origin of this system, but this is still a matter of con- 
jecture. Strack? remarks “The so-called Babylonian or more 
accurately the Superlinear punctuation the vowel-signs of 
which are simplified forms of the matres lectionis 8, 1 and" 
and the detached accents of which usually have the shape 
of the letters with which their name begins was in use among 
the non-Palestinian Jews of Asia”. But no proof for this 
statement is forthcoming. We have already noticed that 
Margoliouth* tries to prove that the system is of a mixed 
Nestorian-Jacobite character. 

1 “Finleitung in das alte Testament”. Nérdlingen 1888, p. 74. 
21lc p.47. 


4. In the first place we must at once notice that the 
vowel-sign Segol is unknown in the Spl. system, other vowel- 
signs being substituted for it. In the Yemenite MSS. which 
Derenbourg saw and described in his “Manuel du Lecteur” ? 
P. was invariably used for S.; but in the MSS. which I used 
S. is replaced by P., S. and even by H., the particular vowel 
being in most cases justifiable by reference to the word’s 
etymology or by comparing the word in the cognate Semitic 
languages. This shows that the scribes must have been 
very careful in preserving the correct original orthography 
and is another argument in favour of the greater antiquity 
and authenticity of the Trg. as exhibited in the texts of 
the Yemen MSS.? A few Instances are given here3, but 
detailed lists will be found in Part II. 

S. is replaced by P. in 453 2, 8, PAR 11, 7. S. is replaced 
by S. in “SNe 14,2, NMbDBS 25,09. Very rarely by H.; 
e.g. in the word wh 28, 17 (Greek t8twtys). 

5. Besides having no S., the Spl. system of vocalization 
has no sign for Sewa Compositum. This sign—as has been 
previously remarked—is characteristic of the Hebrew and 
not of the Aramaic language+—In the MSS. it is usually 
replaced by Se. Mobile, or more rarely by Se. Quiescens 
or a Full Vowel. Se. Mobile replaces Ht-P. in ni5 1, 2.— 
It replaces Ht.-Q. in “2p 4, 10 and Ht.-S. in 15> 36, 11. 
Se. Quiescens replaces Ht.-P. in 7H} 2, 10 and Ht.-S. 
in “#5 17,7. A full vowel is found in the MSS. where 
B. writes a Se. Compositum in such words as R54 29, 34. 

Strange to say, Se. Compositum is found in a few iso- 
lated examples which have either crept into the MSS. by 


1 Journal Asiatique. Sixiéme Série. Tome XVI. No. 61. Paris 
1870. 2 Cf. VI, 2. 3 In all examples which will be quoted, 
Berliner’s edition of the Targum is the one referred to for the Euro- 
pean readings, but the readings quoted are those given by the MSS 
4 Cf. also the absence of any sign in Christian Palestinian Aramaic 
for Se, Compositum, Néldeke, Beitrage zur Kenntniss der aramaiscenh 
Dialecte. ZDMG. XXII, p. 507. 
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error, or, are exactly taken as they were found in the Hebrew 
text; the majority of these instances being Proper Names. 
A and D both write 365° 33,18 (the other 2 MSS. B and 
C, more consistently >apS‘)*. 

6. A third sign which is not represented in the Spl. vo- 
calization is the Se. Quiescens; which is also wanting in 
Syriac. 

7. The Spl. punctuation as originally written had no sign 
either for D. or R. and there is no doubt that originally the 
Aramaic language had no signs to indicate the harder or 
softer pronunciation of the letters mp2092. Margoliouth 
remarks “The oldest-known MSS. only use the D. in the 
Hebrew, but not in the Trg., a fact which seems to show 
that the D. is not a part of the Spl. system as such’, but 
that it was adopted into the text from the other system of 
Hebrew punctuation, which one may fitly call the Sbl. vowel- 
system. Or. 2363 has a special sign for the "5" over the 
letters m£2732 but in later MSS. in which the Dg. is largely 
adopted in the Trg. this sign of the R. is dropped as being 
no more very necessary”3. He adds further* “In the more 
composite developement of this system, D. is not only in- 
dicated by the form of the preceding vowel-sign but also 
by the point within the letter. This is really not necessary, 
and can only be explained by the adoption into the Spl. 
system of a feature belonging to the Sbl. punctuation”. Of 
our MSS. 4 and # unfortunately show a slight corruption 
in fitfully employing the D. point and C regularly uses the 
R. sign as Margoliouth has remarked. But D has neither 
the one nor the other. Many instances of the D. are to be 
found in A, This MS. although apparently using the Sbl. 
vocalization transcribes the Spl. into the Sbl. This may 
account for the frequency of the D. point in this MS. Here 
are a few exemples 2071, 7, PBN 1, 24, NWN 1, 26, "BT 
I, 26, NANT 2,17, 59°F 2,16, 7) 2,18, NIDwI 2,19, NOW 2, 23. 

1 Cf. VI, 8. 2 Cf. Dalman l. c. p. 46. 3 lu pe 46. 
41l.c p. 49. 


By the existence of so many examples in two chapters 
it might perhaps be thought that the sign was very frequently 
employed throughout the MS.; but the scribe breaks off 
suddenly and we find whole series of chapters which do not 
contain a solitary D. 

The following are a few examples from 8. 55 1, 11, 
Saari 1, 11, NS4wh 1, 28, d95 1, 29, 7454 1, 31. A has none 
of these! 

In the specimen chapter appended to this investigation 
I have followed D which is the most perfect MS. and has 
neither D. nor R. sign. 

8) The absence of all these signs, shows that the Ara- 
maic of the Yemen MSS. is much more closely akin to the 
Bb. Aram. and Syriac than is the case with our European 
editions of the Trg., and it may be seen how appropriate 
the Spl. vocalization is to the Aramaic language. 

9) Our MSS. agree with Bb. Aram. in many grammatical 
points. 

a. 3rd. Pers. Sin. Fem. Suffix ends in "—. Cf. Daniel 
2, 11 mtn. 

b. rst Pers. Sin. and Pl. Suffixa of Verb are resp. 23 
and xi: with P. Cf. Dan. 2, 9 "2>7INn. 

c. 3rd. Pers. Plu. Fem. Perf. of Verb ends in m. Cf. 
Dan. 5, 5 MPE2* 

d. 2nd. Pers. Sin. Suffix is punctuated with Q. Cf. Dan. 
4, 22 I. 

e. Our MSS. punctuate many words with P. corresponding 
to the Bb. Aram. form with S. whilst B. punctuates with H. 
e.g. Nad PIES NI Me. 

f. Miscellaneous words such as x2 aw Nady Dt aM agree 
in the two dialects. 


t Or. 2374 writes thus, although Merx’s edition of Daniel [Leipzig, 
1882) has the Ketib “pe: but Q’ré mpps. 


VI. VOCALIZATION. 


1. Before considering the changes which the pronun- 
ciation underwent on being transferred from the Spl. to the 
Sbl. punctuation, it may be remarked that the Yemen MSS. 
do not show that superfluity of vowel-letters which is found 
in our Targum editions'. As B. remarks “this redundancy 
of vowel-letters points back to a time when no vowels were 
yet written and when the vowel-signs were subsequently added 
these letters should have been struck out, their retention 
giving rise to much confusion”*. As instances we may notice 
such words as “57 and “$u5$ which B. writes "x21 and *Kbuty 
where the & merely points out the 4 sound. 

2. In considering the differences shown by the MSS, 
and the European-Babylonian texts it will be seen by tracing 
words to their etymologies that the former present a more 
accurate pronunciation. Now as it is extremely improbable 
that the scribes were acquainted with the etymologies of the 
words which they wrote, this shows that they must have 
been conscientious in preserving the correct original ortho- 
graphy. 

3. B.’s edition of the Trg. has many words punctuated 
with P. which appear in the MSS. with Q. a. Monosyllabic 
words and Particles: 20 (Syriac af) 2, 9. mid (Syriac 1&) 
2, 19. >p (Syriac \8) 3, 8.—b. 3rd Person Singular Preterite 
Peal of the Verbs "9. m3 2, 3, ani 6, 6. This corresponds 
to the Syriac Form.—c. On the other hand, the MSS. differ 
from the Syriac in the 3rd Person Singular Preterite Peal 
of the Verba Mediae Geminatae3 e. g. 39 16, 4. Syriac 
would here punctuate the » with Petaha. But cf. spt Dan. 
2, 35-—d. In the case of the Present Participle the MSS. 


t Likewise in Christian Palestinian Aramaic the matres lectionis 
are less used. (Cf. Néldeke 1]. c. p. 447.) 2) Berliner 1. c. p. 133. 
3 For the contrary process we may compare the Hebrew va Zechar. 
4, Io (Pret. of tna) as if it were from ma and my (for my) Isaiah 44, 18. 


again show agreement with the corresponding Syriac form. 
e.g. "SA55 4, 20, 99 4, 21, pubws 17, 16.—e. The Q. of 
the 3rd Person Singular Feminine of the Preterite of Verba 
x"> is difficult to explains. Cf. nif 3, 20 mph 4, 25.— 
f. The Spl. System is undoubtedly more correct in punctuat- 
ing the Suffix of the 2nd Pers. Sin. with Q. Cf. 755 45, 9, 
735 17,5, 789 19, 15. So also B. Aram. cf. 730 Dan. 6, 13. 
—g. Miscellaneous words, the majority of which agree with 
the corresponding Syriac forms. 8 1, 11 (Syriac UNI), 
m3 8,9 (Syriac Lids). On the other hand B. has the Q. 
in many instances in which the MSS. write P.: a. Suffix of 
the 3rd Person Singular Feminine m5" 4,12. This agrees 
with the B. Aram. form. Cf. nbz Daniel 4, 14, 72% Dan. 
2, 11*.—b. The vowel of the 2nd radical of a verb is fre- 
quently P. just as in the corresponding words in Syriac 
maa? 1,29, ivi 3, 7.—c. Since, as will be seen more 
clearly below, the pause has little influence in the Spl. 
punctuation herein showing the small influence of the Mas- 
sorah of the Hebrew text, our MSS. retain the P. in many 
cases where B. has a pausal Q. Aur, 5, “amd 1, 22,.— 
d. The vowel before the suffixes x2 and 2 is P. in the MSS. 
RidbES 1, 26, “3SHp43 4, 14.—e. The absence of Se. Compo- 
situm may account for such instances as M755 3, 13, Nome 
13, 8. 

4. We have now arrived at the second pair of kindred 
vowels H. and S. Only a couple of instances are here 
given of words which are written by B. with S. but are 
found in the MSS. with H. and vice versa, but it may be 


t But Biblical Aramaic likewise mw. Dan. 7, 19 and my» ib. 7, 22. 
2 Philippi tells us that the original form was probably Qames in Biblical 
Aramaic, “Scribitur autem ™— pro s— quia, ut Masora Targumo On- 
kelosiani ostendit, sermo posterior 4 et a uti pronuntiatione sic etiam 
scriptione commiscere consuevit. Vocalem huius terminationis origine 
longum esse ex sq apparet, quod targumice in locum antiquioris 
ah successit”. (v. Libr Danielis, Ezrae et Nehemiae ed. Baer, lL. c. 
p. LVIIL) 3 So also in B. Aram, Cf, »zq37 Daniel 7, 16. 

B2 


added that in the majority of examples which I have noted 
the reading of the MSS. may be verified by reference to 
the etymologies of the words or to their corresponding Syriac 
forms. B. has S. with such words as "F°R% 2,19, oa 13,2 
But H. with 2°60 3, 22, RU"PA 8, 22. 

5. The 3rd pair of kindred vowels are Ho. and 5. These 
interchanges appear to depend greatly upon the pronunciation 
of these sounds. Thus B. writes the words bw 3, 20, DIB 
4, 21 with Sureq; and the latter punctuation seems, at first 
sight, more correct, but, it must be borne in mind that s. 
and Ho. are represented by one sign only in Jacobite Syriac. 
The Nestorians pronounced “é@fos as if it were written 
with a Holem?; whilst, on the other hand, they pronounced 
dhs as the ordinary u sound*. Perhaps the Yemenite Jews 
pronounced the words 0 and mw—which are written with 
ues in Jacobite Syriac—as pom and Som, but having a 
distinct vowel-sign for Ho., they punctuated it with Ho. 
For B. Ho. and MSS. §. v. Part II. 

6. Before noticing the other numerous interchanges among 
vowels in the two systems, it must be noticed that the vowel 
of the Imperfect seems to vary between E . and P. in the 
MSS. May we not trace the P. to Arabic influence? In 
that language the vowel of the Servile Prefix is Fatha. We 
might naturally expect that MSS. hailing from Yemen in 
South Arabia would present some Arabic characteristics and 
that this is the case may be seen by the following examples 
14, 23 368 (C 35x), 15, 8 SAX but C48. In these instances, 


1 Cf. Duval, Grammaire Syriaque, Paris 1881, pp. 47—48. 2 So 
also Néldeke in his article on Christian Palestinian Aramaic l. c. 
p- 456 “The « (dn) in @Xeu) “you laugh” disagrees with the pro- 
nunciation in East Syriac. We should expect @ (un). Dalman L. c. 
(p. 63) remarks “The superlinear vocalization of the Targums, and 
usually also the Tiberian, has in the form of the Masculine a long 6 
as in pip pw which however becomes u in the derived forms. The 
Tiberian vocalization clearly stands here in closer relation with the 
old Palestinian usage”. 


we see that C inclines more to the forms which we find in 
our Trg. editions, a fact which may be often noticed in the 
instances which will be quoted later on. 

7. Variations in punctuation: 

a) B.H.=MSS. P, mabt5t 1, 27, dna 6, 20. 

b) B.P.=MSS. H.; jn55 4, 20 (but C pnd), yho4 
9,5 (but C and D %235). E. justifiable in both instances?. 

c) B.S.=MSS. P. 85 4, 3, odes 14, 18. 

d) B.P.=MSS. S. 2545 15, 10. 

e) B.P.=MSS. Ho. vidbwh 3, 16, nfini 16, 4. Both 
these are given by Levy. 

f) B.Ho.=MSS. S. 5p (4 m5Ph) 4,6. Here again the 
S. is more correct since m5pA is a Noun; Levy also pn. 

g) On the other hand, the MSS. have Ho. where B. 
reads S. in pint 2, 24 which is as incorrect as B.’s P2t} 
the correct form being pan‘. 

h) A has the modified ii sound3 which is certainly a 
vulgarism and which, according to Wright, was heard dia- 
lectically in Old Arabic and is found occasionally in the 
vulgar dialects. For instance, in the word “asd— "su 
19, 34°. 

i) B. xv where the MSS. give x735 4, 21. 

j) MSS. FARR. =B. yams 4, 25. 

k) MSS, mabe (C and D more correctly the Pael 
mb25). B. mebup. 

1) Finally, the Yemen MSS. punctuate with Sureq 


2 Cf: xinbsd Dan. 3, 15. 2 y. Levy, Chaldaisches Worterbuch, s. y. 
Leipzig 1866. 3 Strangely enough the reverse process is mentioned 
by Néldeke as taking place in Christian Palestinian Aramaic. ‘We 
find u where we should expect i as in leases (Hebrew nnpu)” p. 456. 
Dalman mentions that Franz Delitzsch asserted that in the time of 
the Punctatores in Palestine u was pronounced ii (Dalman, I. c. p. 63). 
4 Wright, ‘Comparative Grammar of the Semitic Languages”, Cam- 
bridge 1890, p. 77. 5 Cf. also the writing of the Arabic sound Plural 
Nominative in ina for ina which is common in the Yemenite Jewish- 
Arabic texts. v. also Duval , l.c. p. 47. 


where B. has P.? in m4w35 1, 10, si4aha 4, 1. In the latter 
instance Bevan says the change is due to the following 
labial?; déb403 4, 12, NBD 14, 17, 83S 41, 40. For the two 
last examples Levy prefers Patah, It can be seen at a 
glance that the MSS. readings are superior. 

8. The Se.Mobile is much more frequently employed 
in the Spl. system than is the case in the Sbl., since it is 
also used with the Gutturals, in which case the Sbl. system 
replaces it by Se.Compositum. It must now be noticed 
that interchanges between Se. and the full vowels are fre- 
quently met with: a) B. P.: MSS. Se. "AGN7 3, 8, S545 11, 6. 
The first instance is Etpeel whilst B. reads, perhaps more 
correctly Etpaal; this will be fully considered when treating 
of the conjugations. The word 75345 being Afel of 753 
has Se. correctly.—b) B. Q.: MSS. Se. “OR 3,17, 733 
5,1. These being Preterites of Verba, have Se. just as 
we find in Syriac.—c) B. S.: MSS. Se.; “88 3,15, NDIR 
3,20. For the latter cf. B. Aram. wx Dan. 2, 10. The 
Sbl. vocalization as exhibited in B.’s edition of the Trg., 
clearly shows the influence of the Hebrew language in 
these examples.—d) B. Se.: MSS. S. "65 5,1. Levy, s. v. 
allows either form in this instance.—e) B. H.: MSS. Se. 
Mmrnasy 2,2, 955 4,1. 

g. That the Yemenite Jews were most careful in pre- 
serving the correct traditional pronunciation of the Trg. is 
shown most clearly by Derenbourg in his “Manuel du 
Lecteur”. “They have still preserved the old-fashioned and 
good custom of translating each verse in public; a little boy 
nine or ten years of age stands on the platform and recites 
the Targum of each verse after the Reader has cited the 
Hebrew”. “Further”, says M. Derenbourg, ,,they have pre- 
served a more exact tradition of the Targum, whereas we 
know of other countries where the Chaldean Version was 
already neglected in the 11th century” 3. 


1 Cf. Chr. Pal. Aram. “u sometimes stands for a as in ool [saca 
(Nzaw), p-455- 2? Book of Daniel. Cambridge 1892, p.81. 3 1. c. p.509. 


The use of Se.Mobile for the semi-vowels shows that 
this Se. must have had a much more distinct pronunciation 
than we are accustomed to give it, and it is a fact that 
oriental Jews sound the Sewa just as the occidental Jews 
pronounce Segol even at the present day’. 

When the Se.Compositum is represented in the MSS. 
by Se.Quiescens we may assume that the pronunciation was 
a more hurried one, whilst the full vowel would indicate a 
longer or fuller pronunciation. In connection with the pro- 
nunciation of Hebrew in use among the Jews of Yemen it 
is instructive to notice Derenbourg’s description of the ac- 
count given by Jacob Sappir? of the present pronunciation 
of Hebrew by the Yemenite Jews. “As regards their vowels 
they pronounce Q. and P. like the Germans, contracting the 
lips for the former and opening the mouth wide for the 
latter, the Ho. they pronounce as the Polish Jews, the S. 
like the Spaniards and the S. like a very short P., so as to 
distinguish it from its original P. The Se.Mobile is pro- 
nounced in different ways; before a guttural it takes the 
vowel which that letter has, before a Yod it has that of H., 
everywhere else it resembles a weak a. There are also 
people at Yemen who speak less correctly, who confound 
S. and P. and pronounce Se.Mobile with a full vowel and 
ignorant or neglectful scribes make these errors current in 
their copies of the Pentateuch or the Prayers” 3. 

In the segoleted forms we know the 2nd P. is only a 
help-vowel and it was probably pronounced as we pronounce 
the S.4 That P. was sometimes read as an é@ sound may 

1 Cf. The Codd. Gaster No. 146,a 14th century Karaite MS. 
from Nisibis; Nos. 155, 159, 160 Mahazor Byzant. Rite (XVII and 
XVIII cent.) and Codd. Montefiore 444, 445 and 446 Mahazor Corfu, 
which write Se. where we would expect S. and vice versa; em- 
ploying S., S. and Se. indiscriminately. Thus we read m2) “yw 
norte ““zg and 77y immediately followed by 73u. 2 In his jax 
srzo (Lyck 1866). 3 Manuel du Lecteur, l.c., pp. 510—5II. 4So 
also in Christian Palestinian Aramaic in such words as [hua (ta) 
‘Year” ps (p>) “with” (Néldeke 1. c. p. 454). 


perhaps be seen from Proverbs 12, 28 where the Septuagint, 
PeSitta and Targum all render max as if it were written 
mrad. Cf. also Jeremiah 13, 21 3m" where we should 
expect yyox. Dr. Gaster has pointed out that Prayer-Books 
from Corfu give to the Se. the full vowel-sign é or € almost 
invariably?. He also points out that the pronunciation of 
Se. usually heard at the present day is undoubtedly incorrect, 
according to the opinion of all the old grammarians from 
the Dikduke ha-teamim till Kimhi. The ancient LXX 
transcriptions of m>u and niag as Solomon and Gomorrah 
point to a similar conclusion’. Cf. also the remarks of 
Margoliouth on the Spl. vocalization’. b) In connection 
with the pronunciation it may be noticed that the Yemen 
scribes made no alteration in the vocalization to indicate 
the Pause. This pausal influence is a characteristic of the 
‘Hebrew and not of the Aramaic language. The rarity of 
any vocalic alteration under the pausal influence in Bb. Aram. 
is a sufficient proof of this fact. Even in Bb. Aram. many 
examples are to be found where H. is employed where no 
pause occurs and where we might consequently expect S. 
Cf. 525 Daniel 6, 21, dy29 Dan. 7, 8, "bun Ezra 4, 23, yu 
Ezra 6, 12, "%8— Dan. 4,11. We may compare its use in 
our MSS. to that of the Aramaic portions of the Bible‘. 
We there notice only a few instances with Silluq and Sof 
Pasuq where P. is changed into Q. and S. becomes H. 
Berliner says in his MassorahS:—“Both schools (Z. e the 
Babylonian and Palestinian) have the use of the Pause 
with Athnach and Sof-Pasug, whilst with the Sureans the 
Pause is also used with Sakef. In the case of Genesis 18, 30 
there seems no difference between the two schools, both 
schools reading a pausal form at this Sakef”. The word 
Berliner refers to in this passage is b*yax) and yet all the 


1 M. Gaster “Die Unterschiedlosigkeit zwischen Pathah und Segol” 
in Stade’s Zeitschrift, Giessen 1894, p. 62. 2 p. 61. 3 le p. 47. 
4 v. Kautzsch, “Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramaischen”, Leipzig 1884, 
Pp. 39. 5 Leipzig 1877, Introduction, p. XX. 


four MSS. read here >5484. Similarly our MSS. read >da 
24, 33, >%S5 44,2. So =™S* 21,7. But here and there 
we notice the Athnah causing a change of vowel e. g, d5A 
4,2. C lengthens more frequently e. g. 33355 12,5, 29NMS 
8,7, at a Sakef; the other MSS. having S. 4 has “hy at 
an Athnah, the remaining MSS. again showing a S. Berliner 
in his Massorah says the form 2°O is only used in Pause 
when punctuated with H., but our MSS. read 3°0 in 24, 1, 
27, 1 and 35, 29, where there is no pause. On the other 
hand they have 1S8 36, 11 at Athnah where B. has a P. 
We also notice the influence of the Pause in moard 38, 13, 
pS 41, 52 (but 4A oe) and ‘Fist 46, 6. Vet the 
cases where we find a pausal influence in our MSS. are 
extremely rare, and hence we see that the influence of 
the Hebrew original upon the text of the Trg. punctuated 
according to the Spl. vocalization is comparatively insignifi- 
cant. It may be noted that most of the examples I have 
quoted are Proper Names which were probably punctuated 
in these cases exactly as they occur in the Hebrew text. 
ro. From all these examples it may be seen what great 
differences are noticeable in the two systems. In general, 
the Spl. system approaches the Bb. Aram. and Syriac forms, 
which we should naturally expect in an Aramaic language, 
whilst the Sbl. system shows considerable Hebrew influences. 
Further, the forms given in the MSS. are etymologically 
more correct than those found in our editions. In a few 
instances the surroundings influence the pronunciation. 


VI. ORTHOGRAPHY. 


1, The orthographical variations shown by the MSS. are 
numerous and important. I shall here only indicate a few. 
Lists will be found in Part II and also an attempt to justify 
the readings of the MSS. a) The following variations may 
be regarded as due to the influence exercised by dialect. 
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B. reads 7788" 3, 18; the rest have 77285. L. confirms B. A. 
sys, B, CD x70 6,16. B. has m2w03. B. and CPS aobx 
aie 22, A and B fox, D Fx, L.*, although noticing 
the form given by B., gives that of Das the best Reading. 
—b) The MSS. occasionally make use of vowel-change to 
distinguish the different meanings of a word. Thus bb 
=upon, b$=he went up; “S—son, 7"S=besides; rk= 
thou, T& = a sign——c) C has the grd Person Plural of 
Verba x"> ending in * and not in *% This peculiarity is 
pointed out by Berliner in his Massorah (p. 92) as a Syriasm. 
It is also occasionally found in &, but 4 and D never 
show it. As an instance we may take the word $sAnxi 7, 20, 
Some variations are also found in Verba 1s. A, B and D 
read "fies 19, 14, but B. and C pxfa3, Landauer’ very 
appropriately refers us here to the Present Participle of the 
Verba 2 in Syriac in which language pL is pronounced 
ka-yem. Similarly 77°xr2> would be pronounced as if it were 
written W~m2> and this latter reading may accordingly be 
regarded as a popular spelling of 77Nm53.—d) We some- 
times find interchanges of letters consistently occurring; thus 
S is used by the MSS. in cases where B. writes w. The 
latter is not an Aramaic letter at all, but is imported from 
the Hebrew. has it incorrectly in two places where a ¥ 
is to be read viz. "nop 9, 13 and N70"2 19, 17.—2 and» B 
and D have bP" 31, 42. The Rest 75%. All have iP 31, 27. 
B. Dip which the author of the PathSegen¢ has already pointed 
out as standing for the more usual }®, as Landauer remarks 
s. v. in his Massorah, All MSS. read "A" where B. and L.5 


Is. ve 2 “Massorah zum Onkelos nach neuen Quellen”, Letter- 
bode VII &c. 3 In Biblical Aramaic the Ketib is always with 
s but the Qeré with ~ Cf. payy (Qeré pong) Daniel 2, 38; 3, 315 
6, 26, “O37 (Qeré ""3) Daniel 4, 23, wasp (Qeré pre) Daniel 3, 3, Ts 
(Qeré yronz) Ezra 7, 25. Cf. also Dalman’s Grammar p. 45 ‘Aus 
Schreibungen wie san fiir myban, op fiir op darf geschlossen wer- 
den, dass s zwischen zwei Vokalen als stimmhafte Gaumenspirans 
gesprochen wurde”. 4 Published in Adler’s edition of the Targum 
1, Ge Sp. ve 


give xm 16, 12. 4 and D xfs go, 18 B. B and C 
nos, The © is a Hebraism, although Bb. Aram. likewise 
has it. e) B writes vay>e9> 14,1. A, Cand D divide the 
word “23> “> and this, at a later time, was looked upon 
as the correct traditional writing’. The MSS. give "S“3£ “S*i7"p 
3, 16 and *S5n5a 12, 13 in all of which B. writes "> &c.— 
f) The Yemen MSS. do not know of the so-called nism yyuid 
which gives us such forms as Xpa> and Haas but write 
these words as they are found in the Hebrew Text.—g) By 
mum xp the Massorah meant that several passages should 
stand: in the Trg. just as they occur in the Hebrew. The 
MSS. however appear to ignore this Rule. Thus they all 
read “Aix (and not “ATX) 34, 19, AXPM 27, 46. A and 
D read mbaki xan 27, 2 but here B and C follow the 
Hebrew "Mia pw. 4 and C have xifdb on the margin but 
mlz in the Text} 26, 14. A and D have y%a5 but B and 
C > 23, 6. A, B and D xo C Wa 39, 1. A and 
B read pys= xinia, C and D diya Ard 15, 18 and 
finally & writes the Tetragrammaton instead of m7AbN+ 9, 6. 
By these examples it may be at once seen that the scribes 
could not have recognised these rules of pum NP, o1, at 
any rate, they were only slightly acquainted with them.— 
h) Marginal Readings have already been pointed out occasion- 
ally. These glosses are important since they are all added 
by a later hand and explain the origin ‘of many words which 
afterwards became incorporated with the Text itself. These 
marginal readings also constitute an argument for the greater 
age and originality of the texts with Superlinear vocalization 
which have been preserved to us by the Yemenite Jews.— 3, 23 
C has *43mx5 on the margin, the text of which has been 


1 Cf. Ezra 4, 16 where mina stands for the more usual x:n2N so 
Or. 2374 has xb3° xa" (Dan. 2, 47) where Baer reads mbz) mh and 
non (Dan. 6, 13) where Baer has nrzr. 2 Cf. Talmud Babli Tr. 
Hullin 65a. 3 The reading sands is quoted by Theodorus Mopsu- 
estenus (v. Part II, Ch. II, J). 4cf. B. lL ec p. 216. 
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corrected by a later hand to “S5m84; but as the word ™arx5 
is given by Berliner in his Massorah‘ under the heading of 
pox which means that it is undoubtedly the correct reading, 
we must reject the correction “o>mN7. 7, 16 C has mas 
on the margin to be placed between ™ and “obs. We shall 
see when speaking of the Additions that 4 and D have 
this word already inserted in the text. 25, 8 D has jrais 
on the margin to be read after 2304. Z& has the same word 
in its text. 27, 22 C has “M455 on the margin but “5 cor- 
rectly in the text. This has been noticed above under b'5n) N“p. 
Many more examples of marginal readings will be noticed 
when we shall treat of the Variant Readings.—i) The Yemen 
MSS. almost invariably follow the reading given in the. 
Massorah of Berliner under the head of *x27779> which re- 
presents a School in Babyl. in favour of the original Plst. 
Text and is a great argument for the authenticity of the 
text which is found in these MSS. To give one instance; 
B. reads “3; and "33 17, 26 and 27 the MSS. have the 
Itpeel “iimX and ‘tims. Berliner? places the Peal reading 
in the column headed “x™10> whilst the Etpeel is placed 
under “xvminib. = “Perhaps”—-adds_ Berliner — “whether we 
should take the Peal or Itpeel form depends upon the old 
grammatical question whether the root of the Hebrew word 
is >v2 or >”. Baer3, however, is of a different opinion. 
He says, speaking of certain forms which occur in B. Aram. 
and which he treats as Etpeel “Praeteritum huius conjugationis 
interdum syllabam praeformativam abjicit velut Ot»=odv5mx 
Daniel 5, 28. 


VII. GRAMMATICAL VARIATIONS. 


I. THE NOUN. 


a) State. There are a few changes in the different states 
of the Substantives. 


tle p. 116. 2 Massorah p. 62. 3 Daniel etc. p. LIX. 


a) In the Absolute and Emphatic States, which in the 
MSS. appear to be used almost indiscriminately*. Néldeke 
informs us that these two states were entirely confused to- 
gether in the Mandaic dialect of Aramaic?, and from the 
examples which will be given in Part II, it will be seen that 
a similar laxness is noticeable in the Targum as represented 
in the Yemen MSS. 4, B, D 2485 4, 16, B. and C x3585. 
The text is 7782; 6, 21, MSS. x55~a, B. bov2 The corres- 
ponding word in the Hebrew Text is >2~2. 

6) Absolute and Construct. 15, 19—21, in the Patro- 
nymics "8abE "RII5 &c, B. believes we have either a shortened 
form of the absolute Plural or the Construct State used in- 
stead of the Absolute3. The first-mentioned explanation is 
supported by Wright who says final Mim or Nun are apt to 
fall away in the Absolute Plural of nouns in the Assyrian, 
Talmudic and Modern Syriac languages+. Dalman‘ assumes 
that these are shortened forms of the Absolute “Statt der 


1 The same anomaly is also found in Syriac (cf. Duval’s Gram- 
mar, Paris 1881, p. 249): “L’état emphatique s’est alors généralisé au 
point de devenir la forme usuelle, et l’état absolu, que l’on ne ren- 
contre plus que dans quelques tournures de phrase, est souvent diffi- 
cile & constater’’. 2 Mandaische Grammatik, p. 300. Also in 
the Christian Aramaic dialect of Palestine “We frequently find in the 
text lying before us the Emphatic State where we should expect the 
Absolute”. He, however, explains these examples as due to later 
corruption. (Vide ZDMG. XXII, p. 507). Cf. also Berliner 1. c. 
p- 204. But Uhlemann when noticing this apparent confusion in the 
Samaritan dialect remarks “In haud paucis locis utitur Samaritanus 
Nomine emph., ubi Hebraeus habet Nomen sine articulo; quae diver- 
sitas in eo est querenda, quod Samaritanus forte ibi de re magis defi- 
nita cogitaret”. He gives as example 25, 23 ‘yx 7ay> a9) of which 
the Targum is s--st> s-symw- sani and the Samaritan also writes the 
Emphatic state with both words viz. YAtVA 24M F949 (“In- 
situtiones Linguae Samaritanae” Uhlemann, Leipzig 1837, p. 196). 
Even in the Biblical Aramaic Text, the British Museum MS. Or. 2374 
disagrees with Baer’s Edition in reading xbist (Daniel 2, 42) where 
Baer has bysz. 3 1. c. page 205. 4 Cf. Wright: Lc. pp. 67, 146 and 
147. 5. 1G: ps 158: 


indeterm. Pluralendung in tritt zuweilen ein die Verkiirzung 
e (i)”. In connection with these Patronymics we may also 
compare "3% 1, ro and "2855 14, 1. The MSS. have “5 
"63 17, 20 whilst B. "wy yn which, perhaps, corresponds 
more closely with the Hebrew original “wy-n"78 and which 
is also given by L.s. v.; 40, 16 & "56 which is probably a 
Hebraism. B., 4, C, D, correctly, 755. 

b) Number. Turning from the consideration of the dif- 
ferences in States to those observable in Number, it is at 
once noticeable that these variations are both more numerous 
and more important. The differences may very frequently 
be explained as due to the Targumist’s desire to give rather 
the sense of the Hebrew than a mere slavish rendering; 
whilst some are due to an uncertainty whether a Collective 
Noun should be treated as Singular or as Plural. B. and 4 
“ai 4, 11. 8B and C mms, D x35. The first reading ap- 
pears to be the best, and is given by L.’, since we expect 
here the Plural Construct. & and C may be true to the 
Aramaic idiom; but D appears, at first sight, to be incorrect, 
Nevertheless this reading cannot be condemned, since the 
sense of the passage is certainly singular. B. wrmxs MSS. 
Swrks 1, 21. The Subject is x*4, which, being a Collective 
Noun may possibly justify either reading. L., however, gives 
the same as that of the MSS. C™® B., 4, B and D *F 
14,22. lLuzz. in his ‘Philoxenos’? asserts that the Plural is 
necessary here, since the Targumist refers the passage to 
Prayer in which both hands are held up, whilst the Hebrew 
text refers to an oath, for which only one hand is raised. 

c) The peculiar use of the Genders in the MSS. and 
the apparent confusion which exists in the use of Masculine 
for Feminine presents us with a grammatical problem. Did 
the primitive Aramaic language have distinct forms for the 
Masculine and Feminine Genders or was this distinction 
merely the result of a later development and differentiation 


Is. v. 2 Vienna: 1830, p. 35. 


fixed by the Massorites and Grammarians? The written text 
of the Aramaic of the Bible seems to point to one form for 
the two Genders; when, however, the suffix refers to a 
feminine object it was differently punctuated by the Mas- 
sorites. Bevan, referring to this phenomenon in Bb. Aram. 
remarks that the written text is grammatically inaccurate: 
“Sometimes grammatical inaccuracies which probably were 
found already in the primitive text have been corrected by 
the later vocalizers; thus ji" the suffix of the 3rd Person 
Plural was used indifferently for the Masculine or Feminine, 
but has been marked with the vowel € whenever it refers 
to a feminine Noun. Similarly in the 3rd Person Plural of 
the Perfect of the Verb the termination 1 is used for both 
genders, but has been treated as a by the vocalizers, when 
the Subject is Feminine”’*. So also the Yemen MSS. use the 
termination ji and ji2 both for Masculine and Feminine 
and likewise the suffix 4; is used as Common Suffix of the 
3rd Person Plural of the Imperfect of Verbs where we should 
expect Mas. j) and Fem. j—?. I have only noticed a few 
exceptions to this rule in C and shall later on enumerate 
these. In my opinion these examples are not due—as Bevan 
thinks—to grammatical inaccuracies but are really of Common 
Gender3. We may perhaps find analogous instances in the 


1 Bevan: |. c. p. 39. 2 Although the regular fem. forms were 
mostly used in Christian Palestinian Aramaic still we find examples in 
which the Masc. endings are used for the Fem. as in ain) (ZDMG. 
XXII. p. 474). 3 The text of Daniel in the British Museum MS. Or. 
2374; appeares to confirm this assumption. As I have already remark- 
ed this MS. pays no attention to the a-r> but inserts the “p in its 
text. In this MS. then the scribe writes 2a Dan. 2, 33 when our 
editions of the Bible say we must read 77722 on account of the Gender, 
although the a-r> is ym32. Now had the scribe read y=29 he would 
have undoubtedly written the word thus. This proves that in the 
time and place of the scribe this word was pronounced j:m22 just 
as it is written and that the reading j-722 was unknown to the 
scribe. 
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Hebrew language in which the word “#3* originally meant 
both ‘boy’ and ‘girl’ being spelt without 4 when it occurs 
in the Pentateuch. But a much more striking instance of 
the same phenomenon is to be found in the Hebrew xin 
which in the Pentateuch is the Ketib both for 87 and 8% 
(the latter form occurring but 11 times in the whole Penta- 
teuch, according to the Massorites)*. Whether then this 
peculiarity of the Yemen MSS, is a vulgarism or a classical 
characteristic of the language remains doubtful, but after 
observing that a similar phenomenon existed in the primitive 
Hebrew language, there is no reason why we should not 
assume that it is likewise characteristic of the primitive 
Aramaic language. I now enumerate the few exceptions 
which I have noticed in C. This MS. reads }NSR 19; 33, 
35 and 38 jASsAwsi 27, 29 PSsk 31, 5 (although in the 
very same verse we find C giving jin> and referring the 
Suffix to the same feminine Subject!) and jip 3 41, 30. 


t Gesenius points out this peculiarity: “The Pentateuch certainly 
contains some peculiarities of language which have the appearance 
of archaisms. When these books were composed the words sim ‘he’ 
and “v3 “young man” were still of common Gender and used also for 
‘she’ and ‘young woman’, Vide Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar, Translated 
by Conant. London 1839. §§ 2. 3. 2 We find an apparent incon- 
sistency in Ezekiel 23, 45 where onnix refers to a Feminine Subject. 
In Verse 47 the word is written qin. 3 Samaritan (as 4, B and 
D) pp. In the following pages some readings from the Samaritan 
Targum which agree with one or another of the Variant Readings 
under consideration have been inserted. Since Samaritan has no 
vowel signs these instances are only of value in confirming the Con- 
sonantal Text. Upon the much-vexed question whether the Sama- 
ritan Targumist was influenced by the Targum of Onkelos or agree- 
ment between the two is due to later interpolations into the Text 
of the Samaritan Targum I refrain to enter; but bearing in mind 
that the language of Onkelos and Samaritan are two kindred dialects 
of Aramaic and that they both represent very ancient Translations of 
the Hebrew Text, the examples given may be of some value in help- 
ing to confirm a reading. The edition of Dr. Adolf Brill (Frankfort: 
1879) has been, in all cases, the text of the Samaritan Targum referred to. 


These are evidently mere anomalies, and of no import- 
ance. It is unnecessary to give examples here as they occur 
throughout all the MSS. invariably. Other variations in 
Gender will be found in Part II. 


2. THE VERB. 


a) The Conjugations. Very numerous interchanges are 
to be observed in the Conjugations. 

a) Peal and Pael. £& 053. B. 4, CG D d5:* 31, 54. 
Landauer’ explains and justifies the latter reading in his 
Massorah. He says that here only xmo>"2 0D) is mentioned, 
and hence the Peal is the correct Conjugation. The case 
is different in Numbers 22, 40 in which example the Pael is 
necessary, since Balaq offered up a large number of animals 
Gai pn). 4, B and D mbxt73. B. and C nésth 37, 15. 
L. gives no Pael of this root, but it may be observed that 
in the Syriac language the Pael has the same signification 
as the Peal. 

8) Peal and Afel. B. and Csi, 4, B, Dress 4, 3. 
Similarly throughout Genesis. Now, there is no doubt that 
A, B and D have the only correct reading of the Afel of 
ars cf. Syriac +AU. B.’s form is really rst Per. Sin. Imperf. Peal. 
B. "usted MSS. have “Sr5wss 4, 14. The Afel, is the more 
convenient form, according to L.; this form being preferred 
to avoid the confusion which might arise in the employment 
of the Aramaic root m>¥=to find and the Hebrew root 
mov =to forget. 

7) Peal and Etpaal, Etpeel or Ettafal. MSS. ainsi (Peal) 
B. anmms (Ettafal) 3, 19. The Hebrew 73"% being an In- 
finitive may be either Active or Passive. Here it seems to 
bear an active signification, which would confirm the reading 
of the MSS. L.4 also gives the Peal form here, but Path- 
Segen5 supports B.’s reading and explains it reflectively. 


x Samaritan p53. 2 Massorah s, v. 3 Samaritan ToNw. 
45. Vv. 5 To this verse. 


B,Cand B, p*soh* A and D peHox (Etpaal) 26, 23. The Hebrew 
text being 1 appears to confirm the first-mentioned read- 
ing. A and Drsd4? B. Band C brS-rex5 (Etpeel) 46, 22. 
The Hebrew is ">". The first-mentioned reading, although 
giving the sense of ‘the original, is less literal than the passive 
construction. 

8) Pael and Afel. B. “mx MSS. “75s 34, 19. Both these 
forms have the same meaning, but Berliner, in his Massorah3, 
places the reading “m*% among the list of instances included 
under the head of own xp and we have already seen that 
the MSS. appear to take no notice of this Massoretic rule. 
L. gives "m8 as Pael of “nx, but as the Pael of “mx occurs 
very rarely whilst the Afel is fairly common, the reading of 
the MSS. appears to be preferable. B. my a3 MSS, n&psi 
38, 14. In Berliner’s Massorah* we read "xy74N2> MNT NNO 
mx DN to which the author of the Pathsegen adds “There 
is some difficulty in understanding what difference the Suraans 
make between m8" when used as the Trg. of “om and 
when it is the Trg. of "4m as in 4,1”. This implies that 
he preferred or expected the reading mR ?N', L.¢ also prefers 
the Afel which means to ‘depart’, ‘go away’, ‘take off’, whilst 
the Pael means ‘to conceive’.® 

¢) Etpeel and Etpaal. MSS. m“aaxh, B. maw 3, 10. 
Merx in his “Chrestomathia Targumica”’ pleads for the Etpeel 
reading “Editiones Itpaal saepe praebent, at observa syr. 
Etpe. esse abscondit se, absconditus est; Etpa. vero in- 
humatus est. Payne-Smith s. v.” Similarly in 4, 14. A, B, 
D “é8n', B. and C 788m" 42, 19. L.® here gives the Etpaal, 
but according to Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum? the 
Etpeel is the conjugation in use in the Syriac language. By 
the examples given in Part II it will be found that this is 
very frequently the case. 


t Samaritan pbor 2 Samaritan nibs. 3 p. 58. 4 p. 63. 
5. Vv. 6 But Dalman l. c. p. 39 gives the meaning of 
both Pael and Afel “schwanger werden”. 7 p. 207. 8s. v. 


9 Berlin 1895, p. 21a. 


b) The Tenses. 

a) Perfect and Imperfect. 31, 27; B., C and D JAndws, 
A and B 43F5wxi but Berliner’, Landauer? and Adler3 all 
support the former reading. C "385, B., 4, B and D 30% 
49, 22. The latter reading is correct. 

8) Perfect and (Participle) Present. More numerous vari- 
ations are here noticeable. These differences are mainly 
due—says B.4—to the fact that the Hebrew language has no 
Present Tense, whilst the Aramaic has no Imperfect with ° 
conversivum. 4A, B and D pt, B. and C pps. The 
Hebrew is sgt" 8, 7. L.5 supports the former reading which 
may be taken as correct. MSS, nfaf’, B. mean. The 
Hebrew is Mmm: 23,11. The Hebrew is thus Perfect in 
form but Present in signification; hence, B.’s reading gives 
the correct sense but the MSS. have a more literal rendering. 

1) Imperfect and (Participle) Present. 2B 355, C P53, 
D 7E5, A and B. ipP2 24, 13. PathSegen® reads as B but 
it may be observed that D corresponds exactly to the Hebrew 
ming, B yhbE"4 43, 25, B., A, C and D 58 the latter 
receiving the support of Pathsegen?. J is a literal trans- 
lation of the Hebrew 1>2°. 

c) Other Differences. There are one or two other slight 
variations to be noticed with the Verb. 4 and D jomné 
(Passive), B., @ and C 31h (Active) 34, 22. The Hebrew 
being "+: the passive construction is superior. B., 4 and 
Cres, Band D 2259 13, 16. The latter is the literal 
translation of the Hebrew 22>. Similarly in 31, 1, B., C 
and D have }**485 whilst 4 and B read 705 this being a 
translation of the Hebrew “iax>. 


IX. OTHER VARIATIONS. 


1) We find a large number of additions, mostly of small 
words or prepositions in our MSS. Many of these additions 


x Massorah, p. 98. 2 Massorah s. v. 3 7b mosma to this verse. 
41 p. 203. 55.v. © Tothis verse. 7 Samaritan has pba 
8 Samaritan likewise 7-71. 9 Samaritan “3b. 
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make the text clearer; others have Halachic reasons, whilst 
a few are mistakes. We likewise find omissions, that is to say 
there are less words given in the MSS. than are to be found 
in B.’s Edition. Some are omitted to save the scribe the 
trouble of rewriting a string of Proper Names: the verse, as 
Berliner points out, being read thrice in Hebrew, instead of 
being followed by its Targum and then by its Arabic trans- 
lation. Occasionally these omissions are due to the scribe’s 
carelessness. 

2) Additions. All the MSS. insert rif xin before pn3 
4, 22. Adler, in his commentary “23> m2"m2 regards this as 
an instance of Homoioteleuton, the preceding verse having 
mn xin in the text. 4 adds may> after pain 4, 23. This 
may perhaps be a Halachic addition. Vide Adler in mm 
sab to this verse. 6, 11 4 and Z simplify this verse by 
adding 74 before D4). 

Some irregularity is observable in the use of 4 to express 
the construct state and a similar laxity occurs in Syriac. 
Generally, the construction without 7 is the more classical 
one and the use of 7 is the more popular construction. This 
employment of 4 being a much freer and looser construction 
is preferred by the Aramaic language and is much more 
frequently used than the other construction. 

The MSS. add it in p25 2, 11 (Hebrew zion) 4, B, 
D wswit C nw 33, 18. According to Berliner’s Massorah* 
the 4 is incorrect in verse 18 but necessary in verse 19; 
since 18 is given as an instance of musni xp. The little 
word mr} is sometimes added by & and C, mostly, however, 
incorrectly. C has m™ before 4"5p 21,17. This m is copied 
from the m8 of the Hebrew text; but inasmuch as the Trg. 
employs a Passive construction here, m= is evidently in- 
correct. 

b is added by B in “S253 13, 10, a reading which is 
rejected by the author of the Pathsegen4. ‘is added by the 


x Samaritan pow, 2 P, 58. 3 Likewise Samaritan “vx. 
4 to this verse. 


MSS. in s**fas" which is against the Hebrew text and in 
seman « 33, 13 which follows the original. 4 and B add 
it in DAT ro, 1 not as Hebr. 2 is added by’ 4 and D in 
yineiS 42, 24 and since the corresponding Hebrew word 
is amir this reading is the correct one. 

a is added by 4, & and C in rbss? 42, 21 (B. and D 
rp5). The reading with 3 appears preferable, since it suits 
the context so admirably. 

3. Omissions. I have noticed some scores of omissions, 
but shall only mention a few which are not due to any over- 
sight on the part of the scribe. Sometimes verses are omitted 
in their entirety to save space and the scribe’s time; this is 
particularly noticeable in genealogies. For instance 10, 22 
and 23, 27—29. 

18, 19 A omits eF5 which does not correspond to 
any word in the Hebrew text but is explained by Adler in 
his “ab moma 457" aeisse) yap en”, 

18, 30 B omits x="2} which again has no equivalent in 
the Hebrew text. 

19, 7 C omits —) and PathSegen also remarks that 
there is no occasion for this word in the Targum text since 
"SS = &2. 

43,15 A and D omit 4554 which is again represented 
by no word in the Hebrew text, but Rasi explains the word 
as necessary, since, in Aramaic, different Verbs are in use 
to indicate the seizure of things and the seizure of human 
beings. 302 being used of things and "25 of men. B. in- 
serts a 7 before the following words which I write as 
they appear in the MSS. 7bAd 3, 9; pT3 7, 22; Abo 
18, 6; M*MPR3 19, 16; 583 23, 19 (A and D only); iFa0 
41, 39- 

An initial 1 is omitted by 4 and B before MMnss 3, 21. 
Also before 524 6, 20 which corresponds to the Hebrew. The 


1 Samaritan yrs. 2 Samaritan mpya. 2 Samaritan also 7™n 
and =rnx but, on the other hand, bs. 


MSS. omit m5 before pAx* 21, 8. In several other passages 
the omission of this word is due to the scribe’s carelessness, 

4 is omitted before m4 35, 27 by 4A, & and D; in 
connection with which we must notice that it does not 
occur in the Hebrew text. Also before (S48 43, 27 where 
it likewise does not appear in the original, although it does 
in the following verse. Pathsegen says we must insert the 
4 in both verses, according to the usage of the Aramaic 
language. The word sm is omitted by 4 in 48, 22 and by 
C in 32, 18; both passages are however faulty in these MSS. 

4) Contractions. The scribes regularly contract certain 
familiar words which constantly recur, especially those in 
combination with 8A and x4. 

Ahas 74,11. B 6 Dai. A,B and D xisa 
C Mik NT 6,17 and 9,9. A and Dosks. B and C onri 
16, 2; 18,24; 24,5 &c. A and B mk, C and D r& yA 
20,3, Cand D xisiwa, A and B x55r po 31, 39. All have 
w54 40,7 and |mxti 47, 1. 

5) Interchange of Prepositions and other Particles. In 
noting these numerous variations we are again struck with 
the fact that the manuscript readings are usually superior. 
MSS. xmi534 >3, B, xm5543 8, 20. B.’s reading is a Hebraism. 
MSS. xSioa'. B, xeiods 49, 9. Berliner in his Massorah* 
places the manuscript reading in the column °x2157> whilst 
xprobi is under "0d, Besides the examples already quoted of 
interchanges which take place between different Prepositions, 
I have to add a number of instances in which different 
Particles or Prepositions are employed which sometimes 
completely alter the sense of the passage. I consider it 
necessary to give these somewhat dry details at length, in- 
asmuch as it is my object to demonstrate the superiority of 
the Trg. text as exhibited by the MSS, which I have made 
use of, over the editions which are in current circulation 
among us at the present day. 


Ip. 63. 


B. rz MSS. 52 26, 8. The reading => is preferable since 
mis only used as the sign of the accusative in Aramaic, 
and not otherwise. Gesenius* treats the two Hebrew words 
Ts = sign of the accusative, and m& = with, as entirely distinct 
and of different etymology. B., C and D 33, A and B 
775 29, 26, Hebrew is 72. L. reads j= but according to 
Bernstein-Kirsch’s Chrestomathy? j2==4"4 + 3 and hence either 
reading may be justified; and this is again the case in 30, 33 
where B. reads "> and 4, B, D “82, C is missing. The 
Hebrew text is "2. The Aramaic verb HD may be con- 
strued either with 2 or 53. B. y8>; MSS. 803 49, 13. In 
Berliner’s Massorah3 42°51 is given as the Suraan and }"»Oa 
as the Nehardean reading. L. reads as the MSS. which 
gives the better sense. 

6) We occasionally find variations in the addition of the 
suffix. B. and C ner, 4 and D “Reh, BFkor 4, 7. Ber- 
liner, in his Massorah4, says the suffix is incorrect, but L. 
reads as the MSS. Likewise, in the variation of the vowel- 
point L. permits both forms. B. 7:n7, 4, G D ina, B 
xirm org, 12. The Hebrew is jpn. Berliner, in his Mas- 
sorah,> says the Targumist wished to make this word agree 
in form with the following words M235 4225 both of which 
have the suffix of the 2nd Person. Pathsegen remarks the 
same. But this hardly appears to be necessary and the 
literal translation of the MSS. therefore seems to be super- 
ior. # has the word incorrectly punctuated. 


xX. EXEGETICAL VARIATIONS. 


Most of the variations which have been considered hither- 
to are of importance, showing, as they do, the greater purity 
of the Aramaic language which the Yemen Trg. Mss. exhibit. 


1 Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon translated by S. P. Tregelles 
London: 1885 s. v. 2s, v. > (Leipzig 1836). 3p. 63. 
4p. 74 5p: 75- 


These Variations give an incentive to the study of these 
MSS. if for no other reason than their more accurate re- 
tention of pure Aramaic forms and expressions. 

The exegetical. variations, however, are of far greater 
importance. They cannot be accounted for on the ground 
of difference of dialect, nor do they point to any linguistic 
peculiarities, but give a clear reason for assuming that they 
represent another distinct recension. The chief characteristic 
of these differences is the preference frequently shown for a 
literal translation of passages which are in our texts rendered ac- 
cording to traditional Hagadic translations. It has already been 
pointed out? that the preference for literal translations shown 
by the Plst. recension may perhaps be accounted for by the 
existence in Palestine of the other Trg. which is certainly of 
Hagadic character; I refer, of course, to the Targum Jeru- 
shalmi; or it may be accounted for as the outcome of a desire 
to have a translation which should render the Hebrew text 
in the most faithful and accurate manner, which is also the 
tendency of Aquilas and all the old translators, who are 
severely literal. A few instances are given here, the rest 
will be found in Part II. 

26, 22 B xivwan, Cand D xswies, 4 and B wink, 
The Hebrew is "51 of which 4 and BZ give a literal render- 
ing “God will magnify us and we will multiply ourselves in 
the land”. That this is the valid reading is further proved 
by the support it receives from Rasi and L. The author 
of the Pathsegen, however, gives a reading similar to that 
of B. as the correct text “God will magnify and increase us”. 

30, 15 B. Band D pars, A 300d, Cis missing. Luzz. 
in his “3 3583 points out that those who corrected the original 
pS5"Fi to 3654 made a great mistake, and did not realise 
the spirit of the Trg. rendering. Onkelos—says Luzz.—undoubt- 
edly wrote ;"A6°rs but later revisers thought this reading was 
incorrect since the Infinitive nape should require the Infinitive 


t Chap. IV § 4. 2 Samaritan ysaom. 3 p. 25. 


nab) whilst S5°F5 would be the Targum of mmphi—end 
Feminine Preterite. This, however, Luzz. goes on to say, is 
not the case; since O. wished to amplify the brevity and 
clear up the obscurity of the Hebrew passage and accord- 
ingly paraphrases [35"r5. Yet in spite of Luzz.’s arguments, 
one is again inclined to favour the literal translation 26255, 

30, 22 B reads 44 rh wm SH, B, 4, CG D sidois 385 
“Dap A459 which is evidently a Hagadic rendering (v. Rasi 
to this verse). JB gives the literal translation of the Hebrew 
text viz bra rx mnndy “zt. and therefore appears to be the 
best rendering. 39, 11 B (text) mPwad 15545", ZB (margin), 
A, C, D and B. miswin Gna pias. Here we have a 
good instance of the manner in which marginal glosses crept 
into the Trg. text. The Hebrew original is ‘m=x>9 mivy> of 
which Z is a literal translation. 42, 36. In this verse we 
see another example of the retention of the original text by 
B. The Hebrew is 7x which B renders "Firs5 whilst B. 
and the other MSS. give x5 855 xS which gives the sense of 
the original but is not literal. B.’s translation is also given 
by L.? 

43, 2 B. and C $pss A, B (margin) and D bw, B 
(text) erased. Hebrew is 152. Now the two Aramaic roots 
reo and "sei have the same signification. The authorities 
differ which word to prefer here. L. remarks that "20 
usually corresponds to the Hebrew m>23 and Rasi likewise 
reads "22. He goes on to say that "p'0 is an incorrect 
reading since the root P£0 is only used when one has eaten 
to satisfaction although some food may still be left, whilst "38 
is used for a man remaining unsatisfied although his supply 
of food is already exhausted. But Luzz. in his Philoxenos# 
pleads for the reading "p"PO saying that this is the verb 
employed in Aramaic when the text refers to a ‘finishing’ 
with eating, drinking or any other bodily requirement. The 


1 Samaritan snvay saynd. 2s. v- «3 Cf. also Ezra 6, 15 “s7w: 
“And was finished”. 4p. 45. 


fact that Nsw is given by B as a marginal reading seems 
to support Luzz.’s opinion. It must be noticed, however, 
that the marginal readings are sometimes preferable and 
appear to correct a faulty reading which is found in the 
text. Thus in 45, 11 B., G B (text) read “sMwn whilst 
A, B (margin) and D give jSoamr. The Hebrew text is 
wun. A, B (margin) and D give the best reading since. 
j20ann = be impoverished whilst "z*mwm has rather the sig- 
nification of ‘be annihilated’, ‘be undone’, ‘die’. Rasi and 
Qimhi both read jsbenn but Pathsegen and Luzz." say we 
must read "x"nwm for—say they—how can we speak of all 
one’s possessions i. e. one’s cattle &c. coming to poverty? 
But be this as it may the reading j-02mn corresponds exactly 
with the Hebrew win a word which is correctly rendered 
“come to poverty” in the Revised Version, although it may 
be noted that some of the Jewish commentators differ in 
their translation of this word, thus Ibn Ezra “to perish”, 
R. Samuel b. Meir “to be dispossessed”, Mendelssohn “to 
be ruined”. 

45,17 B (text) in&?, B (margin), 4, CG D and B. tossix, 
Hebrew 58a. The first mentioned reading is preferable since 
it is quite literal The reason (says Pathsegen) of the 
Targumic rendering %>"218 is to avoid the redundancy of the 
Hebrew text and thus render xat& obvecwy, 

46, 1 B (text) xA625 0f0h, B (margin) and the others 
yas nas, Hebrew ponai nam. Although B (text) is in- 
correct it is strange that the Trg. of mmay mam in 31, 54 
is as he gives here. 47, 20 B. yats, MSS. xp, Hebrew 
ip. B.’s reading jan is also quoted by Pathsegen. On the 
other hand Landauer gives x»p1 in his Massorah.3 

Perhaps B.’s reason is that in this verse Joseph really 
bought the land, whilst in verse 23 he acguired the people. 
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CHAPTER I. 


Before commencing the lists of examples which illustrate 
the preceding rules, certain words which call for some 
comment may here be treated. I believe that most of these 
words will be found to be more correctly punctuated in the 
MSS. than in our editions of the Trg. As these words are 
of constant recurrence their correct vocalization should be 
fixed. First we have the little word m™. This word, although 
so exceedingly common is of obscure etymology. Our 
editions punctuate this word with P. and B. invariably 
writes M?. 

L. also writes the word with P., although he compares 
the syriac IX. = nature, of which &, is construct state. The 
P. is also supported by Nestle’, Bernstein-Kirsch and Ge- 
senius in their dictionaries. Merx in his ““Bemerkungen tiber 
die Vocalisation der Targume”? mentions a curious rule 
which Mercier wished to establish. Mercier wrote m= in the 
Trg. when the corresponding Hebrew is mx, but m* when the 
text has re. Merx declares most decisively} that we are 
assured that m= is the correct punctuation by Bar-Ali; ms, 
on the other hand, is invariably incorrect. 

Bevan also writes m4, also Duval5. Undoubtedly the 
greatest authority who supports the Q., is the great Orien- 
talist, W. Wright. He remarks:° “We get in the first place 


1 Syriac Grammar, Berlin: 1889. 2 Contained in the “Ver- 
handlungen des fiinften internationalen Orientalisten-Congresses” Ber- 
lin 1881. p. 145. 3 p. 185. 4 Bevan: The Book of Daniel 
p- 38. 5 Grammaire Syriaque p. 277. 6 Wright: Comparative 
Grammar of the Semitic languages p. 112. 


mx which was doubtless pronounced in the earlier stages of 
the language iyath or iyath; for otherwise the * would not 
have been inserted in writing, as is almost invariably the 
case in the older inscriptions. In the inscriptions of later 
date, however, we find mx and Plautus heard the word pro- 
nounced yth. The Aramaic form seems to be shortened from 
the Phoenician viz Syriac M4, Chaldee ms, less correctly mo”. 
After the opinion of such an authority the punctuation with 
P. may fairly be assumed to be incorrect, and that with Q, 
which is invariably used in the MSS., substituted for it. 

According to Merx* both the absolute and construct of 
b> is bb or >=, the use of which depends upon the text of 
the Hebrew original, which is to be attributed to the Mas- 
soretic schools. But this is not the case with our MSS. as 
may be seen from the following examples. 2, 5 >3%, where 
B. and the Hebrew text both read >5*. 2,16 A 55%, the 
rest have 553 Hebrew is 529. 2, 19 B. and Hebrew +3, 
MSS. >53. 3, 17 B 5. B., 4, CG D and the Hebrew 8, 
6, 2 B 34 A, C, D and Hebrew 459. These instances suf- 
fice to show that no rule can be fixed to indicate the em- 
ployment of the two forms. I have, however, noticed that 
C has Ho. throughout except in the following instances 
S55 35, 6 >55 20,8 and 45, 8 and 9 and 555 47, 17. 

« Our MSS. always punctuate 455 and this I consider the 
correct punctuation since the corresponding Syriac word is 
jefe »pe. The Bib. Aram. also supports this reading, since it 
is DUP, and not Bop. Berliner, in his Massorah3 has DIP as 
the reading of the Nehardeans and 4p that of the Suraans, 
whilst the Massorah to Exodus 6, 5 says that ‘sp. is not 
the language of the Targum but that of the “Chasdim”. In 


t But Schréder justifies either punctuation “Sie wurde urspringlich 
mit lautbarem Jod my gesprochen, spater wurde ijjath, woraus sowohl 
arab. ijja als aramiisch ath, joth hervorgegangen sind, wie iath, ieth ge 
sprochen und schliesslich mit Unterdriickung auch des a-Lautes, zu ith, 
yth. Schréder “Die Phénizische Sprache”. Halle 1869 p. 213. 

2 Page 31, Note 3 of “Chrestomathia Targumica”. 3 p. 64. 


spite of this, however, we may safely reject the reading with 
a full vowel and read 032 which is of course D5 in the 
MSS. As to the word >*ap a difference of punctuation 
exists which can be best understood by tracing the word to 
its etymology. B. and C df 21, 16, A, B and D have 
dxEo. B. and C >"555, 4 and D tl B spd 33, 18. 
All have jm52p5 41, 3. The Syriac forms are M\a06, & 
‘ede and “aec\ which may explain the forms 355 and 
byapa, Cf. also the Bib. Aram. forms in Daniel 2, 8. S35 bsp 
and >"3p are the usual forms we meet with in the Trg. but 
the readings of 4, B and D appear preferable. 

Finally, how are we to read the word >*m-x which oc- 
curs so frequently? We may take 4, 26 as a type. Here 
B. reads we-r7x, A ors Band D w5*rx and C TFs, 
The readings of A, B and D are the usual Targumic forms 
of the Etpeel of 75" whilst C is a Syriasm. Cf. SoM. 
C invariably has this form. 


CHAPTER II. 
Examples of the rules contained in the preceding Chapters. 


1) Substitution of other vowels for S. (Cf. Chapter V 
4). (a) P. 555 4, 2. J83 4, 19. 4 5,16. OSs 6, 3, 
S41 “22 10, 2. JARS 35 10, ro. (b) S. JAM 23, 9. 
2) Substitutions for Se. Compositum (Cp. V, § 5). 

a) Se. mobile. 
a. For Hatef P.: xStwhtr, 2. eiftr, 4. (A841, 6. TIF 
1,7. 8emss 1, 28. 

3. For Eatef S. “A 24, 60. 

b) Se. Quiescens: Non 1, 25. WIA 2, 11. NYD5A 2, 23. 
wind 4, 5 [B incorrectly xiA¥] xiv 4, 9. xiit 8,13. Rg} 
8, 22. yerdna® g, 2. nin’ 10, 10. (4 and D niai) qinss 
12,1. (C Tks) wind 13, 6, rans 18, 3, (D pans). ari 
18, 8. pave 19, 20. (C pied). INR 21, 16. PHS 30, 36. 
sf5n4 31, 32, NAink 49, 4. ZB alone has pans 24, 35. 


$ 


aa) 


es 
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whens 24,56. C alone has xin’ 42, 1. mini 45, 26. B 
and D have mand 42, 27. B and C have "nN 44, 34. 

In all these instances B. punctuates with Hatef P. He 
punctuates “n* 18,18 with Fatef S. 

c) Full vowel: C has jAf& 4, 25 (4, B, D write FR), 
B has winik 13, 8 (4, CG D more consistently irik) 
wofnind 19,2 (C jhommind) B has PA 43, 29. 083 48, 4. 
mnsps 49, 12. 

d) Se. Compositum is retained in the following oa 
examples. A, B and D have WAAR 4, 25, A has yn 6, 16. 
mp! 28, 20. may, 36, 2(B and D nassAg, C nas Aw), 
np 36, 2 and D ssn 41, 3 and 19. 

3) Vowel changes. 
a) B. P.: = MSS. Q.* 

a. Monosyllabic Words and Particles (Cf. Cp. VI, § 3a) 
35 2,4. 5 3,13 (Syriac be), 75 13,3. 73 15, 2 (Syriac 
=). mBbA 15, 16 (Syr. 1838). 25 15,16. Dx} 17, 7 (Syriac 
[aied), Find x17, 7 (Syr. »jM4). MRT 17, 11 (Syr. ae Ny 
18, 9 (Hebrew jx). P45 19, 8 (Syr. cis). BS 19, 8. Noe 
19, 26. Concerning those words to which the corresponding 
Hebrew or Syriac forms are not given “5 and 0 are in- 
correct, according to L. s. v. 385 is a contraction of 5 and 3 
(time) and this } is really a shortened form of Nm or, as 
it is also written xfo4y which latter form may perhaps ac- 
count for the Q.* in the MSS. L. allows 435 side by side 
with 75; whilst to justify the Q. of xaS we may compare 
the Hebrew 2p (Exodus 22, 5). 

6. Miscellaneous words (VI, 3g) 748 2, 18. ywR 3, 18 
(Hebrew “ox). 9B" 3, 21 (Syr.: test), abd 9, 12 (Syr: 
Js\s-), 953 10, 9 (Hebrew “Ha3), Ss 18, 7 (Syr. 434i). 
Fo5vs 27, 23 where, however, L. says we must punctuate 
qmso. MSD’ 42, 13 and 36 &c. where, according to L, 
the correct reading is “mimvb, but when it is noticed that the 


t I write the words as they appear in the MSS. 2 Cf, Syriac 
@ ‘what’ which is also written ax, 


word m3 is merely a contraction of mx Xb may this fact not 
justify the Q. which the MSS. read? 

b) B. Q. = MSS. P. 

a. Vowel of the 2nd Radical of a Verb (VI, 3b) SAFER 
3, 7. dvdwh 3, 8. nffet 4, rr. mbdrims' 6,11. p83 8, 19. 
pest 4, 15. 

8. Absence of Pausal Influence (VI, 3c) >5%b 1, 29. 
piwadd 4,13. “5 2, 7. MR 3, 9. 

y. Before the suffixes 82 and ™ (VI, 3d) x55 11, 4. 
NAT 5, 29. 

a. Absence of Se. Compositum (VI, 3e) 74345 2, 3. mdse 
3, 125 [HSER 3-13. 

c) B. S.: = MSS. H. (VI, 4) 2985 3, 22. ope 
9,9. “S 9, 20. jenbd-dd iz, 2, ob 15, 16, ey 
17, 7. m5na5 18, 20. "HOR 18, 27. In each of these 
examples (taken from the first 20 Chapters) I have compared 
the punctuation of the MSS. with that of L. with which 
it always agrees except ™>"3p which L. prefers with a S. 

d) B. H. = MSS. S. "pwhh 2, 6. bg, 14. AT 
5,22. "Bnts 6, 14. APOIN 8,21. FMS go, 13. Nini g, 16. 
réSere oro, 25. xmead ri, 3. (ban) 11, 7. “WR 12, 13. 
sbimso15, 4. PPAT 16, 6. NS 16, 7, "GOR 16, ro. “BR 
18, 13 (A and C here 5'x), 35 18, 17. xfmbla ro, 24. 
"2F4 19, 25. néswh ig, 33. mirpei ro, 34. 

All these agree with L., with the exception of Ox naw 
and m:pw: which L. punctuates with H. He admits either 
vowel with xmoa> and xpi but prefers H. 7x is as in- 
correct as B.’s >°8 since the Imperfect Peal of 755 is 158 
and the Imperfect Afel is 54x which 4 and C read. A has 
some errors, punctuating the following words with S. instead 
of H. xrpw 2, 21. pmbra 6, 15. an 8, 11 and 593 18, 19. 

e) B. S. = MSS. Ho. (VI, 5) dA 2, 16. ain 
2, tg, Mem a, 2. wep 8, a. MSR, PE? 8, ay, 


. . . < . u 
1 Likewise Nestorian Syriac has the 6 sound with Verba JS 
@. Be Oped, 


niipi 8, 22. Ndimi 8, 22, ‘TwhS g, 5. RSS 15, 17, 
aiswit 19, 32. Of these L. admits either vowel in the case 
of xan nabin RIND NTP but prefers S. with “4p 31! spn, 

f) B. Ho. = MSS. 8. Jaai9 4, 7. RSI 8, 22. te 
ro, 30. 70%. Of these L. only punctuates 7731» with Ho, 

g) B. H. = MSS. P. (VI, 7a) sao 6, 12. mBa4 8, 9, 
yb rg, 9. A has jive 7, 13. For the latter we may 
compare Syriac p> = with. Of the others L. justifies only 
man and nabxa. 

h) B. P. = MSS. H. (VI, 7b) xSaw5 4, 15. M930 is 
the Bib. Aram. form. (Dan. 4, 13). 

i) B. S. = MSS. P. (VI, 7c) MSA 6, 7. Bd85 9, 6, 
mata 12, 6. 34P 19, 9 (D 2p) 35 19, 31. NA 21, 6, 
Of these s"p alone appears to be incorrect, since intransi- 
tive Verbs usually have S$." 

j) B. P. = MSS. S. (VI, 7d). A has Pe> 16, 2 and 
"m7 18, 19 both of which are wrong. 

k) B. Ho. = MSS. S. (VI, 7f.) TAASS 25, 31, HEE 44, 23 
(C jbzdin). A has n 47, 17 instead of “im, 4rvsa is 
confirmed by L.; and all of the examples may tend to con- 
firm Derenbourg’s statement? about the Yemenite Jews viz. 
that they pronounce the Ho. in the same manner as the 
Polish Jews. 

4) The Vowel of the Imperfect (VI, 6) m7r5w55 4, rs. 
"Tak 6, 7. SSrR 14, 23 (C SSMX). Mim& 13, 15. Sink 
16,2 (C 4m8), Tok} 17, 8 (C “Sn8'). strwR 19, 20 
(B xirws). In those examples with initial x the P. stands 
for S. which would be the Sbl. punctuation. 

5) Interchange of Se. and full Vowel. 

a) MSS. Se. = B. P. (VI, 8a) Yeasts 12, 5. PRR 13, 8. 
maak 14, 22. jhwRat 19, 7. 

b) MSS. Se. = B. Q. THE 4,7. TR 4, 9. OB 
4, 10. fd54 6, 20. WA g, 23. “RNY 10, 13. RINE ro, 18. 

1 This is however not always the case “Non solum intransitiva velut 


nop sed etiam transitiva velut xv Dan. 2, 10, ube Dan. 3, 27 in Zere 
terminari possunt” Baer: (I. c.) P. LIX. 2 Manuel du Lecteur p- 511 


SR 14, 16. N55 x5, 17, N5KbS 16, 7. NPWS 16, 8. OR 
17,21. (D ope). Of these ‘tm and xq» being Preterites 
Peal of Verbs have Se. correctly. In 792 “4p Noxba and 
wns the Se. mobile corresponds to the Se. compositum with 
which these words may be punctuated in the Sbl. system; 
but the Afel forms 2°rx and D"px seem to be incorrect 
with Se. : 

c) B. = S$. MSS. = Se. (VI, 8c) "Rito 18, 16. neSS 
ro, 20. vidX 12, 3. PRR rs, 4. dSAR 18,31. All these 
are truer to the character of the Aramaic language whilst 
B.’s forms are Hebraisms. y74>x alone appears rather doubt- 
ful, but, according to Merx?, the Se. is justified by Buxtorf 
in his Dictionary. 

6) Orthographical Variations (VII, re) Chas ASDha (with- 
out final &) 19, 24. Occasionally the punctuation of the 
MSS. seems to be in an unsettled state. Thus in 13,12 B 
has a°h* and a°55 in the same verse; whilst D has a°A* and 
ar*. The correct reading is 2". Elsewhere, C appearing 
to be in doubt which is the correct punctuation writes 
sfombad! -L.2 admits either vowel but prefers H. 

The same MS. has 7r& immediately followed by 7A" in 
30, 31, but the P. is here correct since it stands for S. in the Sbl. 
system. We occasionally meet with forms which remind us of the 
Sbl. vocalization. Thus 2 has 2°r8i 24, 50 and >15"«5 27, 25. 
A, B and C write Fear8) 28, 15 (but D Frans) 4 and 
D have xm315 3, 19 which we may take as a Hebraism; the 
others more correctly x#543. The MSS. read xAdn4 and xfs 
but x#555 and x2 would be more correct forms since in Syriac 
these words are written with Hiv dw. MSS. read 83. 23,15. B. 
has 3°53. L. says that in this word and in R58 the suffix of the 
ist Person Singular is wanting3. In 14, 10 the MSS. imitate 


2d. Ch 8 Ve z2Los, ve 
3 So also in Christian Palestinian Aramaic the suffix of the First 
Person Singular is wanting in the word Ja! which = «al “my father” 
(cf. Néldeke’s Article in the ZDMG. 1. c. p. 514). 
D 


the Hebrew original reading j4"3 j4°a but Pathsegen reads as 
B. viz 2 and this is also L.’s reading. The word being 
of common Gender may perhaps assume either the Masculine 
or Feminine ending in its plural. A, B, C read x505 but 
D has 7505 which is closer to the Hebrew original. B,C, 
D read xfix 18, 6 but 4 “Nm which latter reading is pre- 
ferred by Berlinert, Landauuer*, Levy 3, Pathsegen 4 but Adlers 
prefers nmix as B, C and D have. In the same verse 4 
has 7x0, B and D 7'Rd, C 586 whilst B. writes [xo which, 
says L.° is the correct form. 18,15 A has mon, B, Cand 
D ra“f, A’s reading, says the author of the Pathiegen is 
the Trg. of mpm. 18, 21, C 7581, B. por, B, A and D 
#85, Both forms p58 and j{58 are allowed by L. but the latter 
corresponds to the Syriac form. 19, 9 A, B, C 5p, B. and 
Dap. L.7 gives the latter form, but Merx® the former, 
(V. Pt. Il, IL, 31, note). Bib. Aram. 37— Dan. 3, 26. 19, 13, 
In this verse B. gives the better reading, having jinmbap 
which is likewise given by L. All the MSS. read jinndq35 
here. B. and C read jtraWA 50, 20 whilst 4, B and D 
have j'nath. L. has the former reading. We may compare 
the Arabic in which Gis —to number and Sone = to think. 
spf) 19, 15 which is the reading given by the MSS. is more 
correct than B.’s text p*77h when compared with the Syriac 
at, although L. s. v. mentions both forms. In 42, 23 4, 
B and D write $v whilst C and B. give 34%. We may 
perhaps compare the former reading with the Arabic verb 
Za. Likewise the P. in the word SiMwx ro, 20 is a better 
reading than B.’s atmwx although L. gives this form. We 
may compare the Syriac oje\al although I am informed that 
here we have a word borrowed from the Assyrian which has 
ustizib or uStézib. MSS. "25-5 19, 21 which both Landauer 


tle p. 7. 2 Massorah s, v. 3S. Vv. 4 To this verse. 
sab moma. 1 6s. v. 7 S5Ve 8 “Chrestomathia Targu- 
mica”. ». v. 


and Berliner give as a Nehardean reading in their Massorahs, 
and which is evidently intended to imitate the Hebrew 
original which has "35m. B, reads Jeiv0>. 9, 22 B. ny, A, 
Band D xFs-3, C x3. The correct reading, according 
to L. is xr. B. adds the final 8 in his notes. 20, 4, B. 
snzr. = B. -xit, 4, C and D “53. Perhaps the best reading 
is "27, Cf. Syriac u8)% 20,7 B. ym 4, C and D ARS 
and B has 4r* 8>! of course B.’s reading is absurd. Of the 
others 4, C and JZ retain the more classical form of which 
47> is merely a contraction. Cf. Syriac Mas. On the other 
hand B.’s reading "729 in 20, 10 appears preferable to 
xF725 which the MSS. give, although L. also gives a final 
&? (s. v.). But the reading of the MSS. is again preferable 
in mm35 24, 2 and not as B. reads m*m7245 and again in 
"S58 24, 14 and in “ifwN 24, 43; B.’s readings being "2258 
and "2px. In 24, 60 B. has "x, 4 4, Bn, ConA 
and D xh of which D is the most correct, although the & 
is superfluous. Cf. the Syriac form Sy. 25, 25 B. pia. 
A, B and D pind, C pias. L. confirms the first-mentioned 
reading. B. is again more correct in reading °2N5 26, 3. MSS. 
read S°284. C invariably reads x*rwa+, The other MSS., more 
correctly, 8*fwa. Cf. the Bib. Aram. xomwe Daniel 5, 10 and 
the corresponding Syriac forms LNae%. A has the uncon- 
tracted form mx 27, 32. Cf. Syriac Mal. B. ‘nm 27, 4o. 
MSS. "mn which L. gives as the correct Imperfect of Y™n. 

The MSS. are again preferable in the same verse, giving 
jinS24, whilst B. has yas", although the latter form is given 
by L. The MSS. again have the more correct form in 


t And also Biblical Aramaic ‘21 Ezra 2, 9. 2 But the Q. is 
justifiable according to Bib. Aram. cf. Daniel 5,22 ryt. 3 But Baer in 
his Paradigms of Biblical Aramaic forms gives a similar form to 
that of Berliner (I. c.) p. XXII. 4 Dalman asserts that short F. 
occasionally occurs where we should expect Se. and he instances the 
word prp and compares Hieronymus’ transcription of na to biom 
(p. 62 of his Grammar). Cf. also C’s readings of post 19, 20 and 
yomes 12, 1 and B’s reading - “5 24, 60. 

p* 


“MS. 30, 27 and not as B. "Moi which is a Hebraism. J and 
B. have x35"4 30, 39 but 4, D and C 754, The Hebrew 
is be. A, B and D have sions 31, 2 whilst B. and C 
give jfd, The correct form, according to L., is stars, 
B, C, D résv5 31, 26, 4 xray, B. xvqwe. The first ment- 
ioned reading appears preferable since L. punctuates the 
word with H. and it is in the construct state. A and B 
mf 31,27, Cand D mf. B. xnvn. L. writes mn B. 
and B& are correct in reading 7% 31, 49 which reading 
is also supported by L., although Pathsegen prefers 0° 
which C reads. 4 and D (incorrectly) JO". A is again at 
fault in jA4 32,14, the fuller form jAN4 being preferable. 
Cf. the Syriac wHU%. 33, 12 4, B ddv, B, Cand D di, 
PathSegen also bw. Our Editions of Rasi’s Commentary 
to the Pentateuch give his reading of this passage as 1, 
but according to Luz. ‘Oheb Ger’ and L. Rasi also gave the 
correct reading > which was only altered by ignorant 
copyists who strove to bring the Trg. into harmony with 
Raki’s interpretation of the word mo2. 33, 14 B. xAiaits, 
MSS. xftvad. PathSegen and L. read as B. but it may be 
remarked that the words are synonyms, and hence either reading 
is allowable. C’s reading "55 ‘my grief’ 35, 18 is a more literal 
rendering of the Hebrew "218 than is that of B. 4, B and 
D who write “5 ‘grief’. 35,17. The MSS. reading } 3AM is 
more correct than that of B. who has Penn. L. gives the 
same form as that of the MSS. 37, 23 B. mnzim2, MSS. 
mitra, The Hebrew text is imm>. B. seems to be a Heb- 
raism. L. gives a similar reading to that of the MSS. 
39, 23 B. “nm, MSS. "WH. The latter reading is again 
preferable and is given by L. We may compare the Syriac 
form ~i. 41, 25 A (incorrectly) ms, B, C and D 1P9, 
B, ny which is a Hebraism. Cf. Syriac ps. 43, 33 MSS. 
menivaSs which Berliner, in his Massorah?, following Luz. Lan- 


x We may also compare the form with final = which occasionally 
occurs in Biblical Aramaic. Cf. sng Dan. 2, 41. 2p. 117. 


dauer and the =srm moon" all declare a false reading. B. 
mera. 45,4 4,8, Cab, D wb“5, B.s20p. D's reading 
is here the best, and is confirmed by reference to the 
Chrestomathies of Merx and Levy* 46, 29. The MSS. 
give the curious reading “i>"45 but since the Hebrew has 
the Singular form ‘maDv2 the reading of B. who gives m>"m 
appears preferable. 49, 12 B., 4, B and D fs, C PRs, 
Both L. and Merx prefer the reading of C 

7) Grammatical Variations. A. The Nominal States. 

a) Absolute and Emphatic (VII, 1a, a). CO, D and B. 
"2S mim 7, 2, 4 and B x04. Hebrew is mvnv. 4 reads 
sos 8, 3; 12, 6; 13, 6. The rest 88. The Hebrew in 
each case has puxn. B., C and D “x, 4 and B xinia 
15, 18. Text is "070. 18, 14, MSS. ja. B. xvod. The 
Hebrew is “ya. 20, 4 B. and C x23 (155), 4, B, D xia. 
Hebrew xn. 21, 2 4 jo. B, B, Cand D xiavd. Hebrew 
3z>. 19,26 B., B and C nda, A and D xAbts. Hebrew 
m2. 28, 17 B. xomx, MSS. "F&. Hebrew bipan. 31, 39 
B wars B., 4, D and C xvans, Hebrew ma7, 33, 20 C 
mina. B., 4, B and D xAacd. Hebrew mars. 34, 10 B. 
and C xvino (Pathsegen likewise). 4, B and D xmind. 37, 31 
B. and C sez. 4A, B and D ss. Hebrew Mv. 38, 2 
B. and C “iSt5, 4 and D-wih, B xiah, Hebrew *:222. (For 
variant reading, see Part II; II, 7j). 

6) Absolute and Construct (VIII, 1a, 8). 2, 9 and 
17 A and B ysi8s. D and B. 585 (L., likewise). C 
missing. 

(B) Number (VIII, 1b). Several variations are notice- 
able with the verb mn. In 1,14 A has xvn2 ~M whilst B., 
B, Cand D give yi yr. A’s reading is probably based 
upon the reading of the Hebrew text miso “1 but it 
must be remarked as Luz. has already pointed out in his 


t Contained in Adler’s Edition of the Targum. 
2 Cf. also Daniel 3, 26 ap. 


“a amx that it is contrary to the custom of the Aramaic 
language to place a verb in the Singular whose subject is 
in the Plural, even though the Verb precedes the Subject. 
In the Hebrew and Arabic languages this construction is 
permissible and is frequently employed. MSS. A B, yins 
I, 29; 9, 15 and 47, 24. In each of these cases the 
Hebrew is 7m. In 47, 24 B.’s reading is the only cor- 
rect one, but the reading given by the MSS., may perhaps 
be justified in the other two examples, through the subjects 
being collective; indeed x4 9, 15 may be taken as Sing- 
ular. B. jit> MSS. mm 9, 26. The Hebrew is 4%. B.’s read- 
ing is given in Berliner’s Massorah Parva but the other 
reading is more literal. Some confusion appears to exist 
whether to use an adjective or the Plural of a noun when 
describing nations. Thus 4, B, D “83955 10, 18 (B. and 
C n8ivi5), 4, B and C nSiviS 24, 3 (B. and D “Sis55) 
B., 4, C and D *8isi5 24, 37 (B n83335). B.A, C and 
D nBisinad 34, 30 (B wwistet). B., 4, C and D “win 
30, 21 (B mANtim) In 16, 12. 4, D and C (text) have 
the incorrect reading FM "A. B and C (margin) p~syz jm 
which is also given by, B. and confirmed by L. 17, 13, 
A cram wn. B,C D and B. pass 3555, Now, although 
the sense of the whole passage might justify a plural here, 
still the form of the original being Singular confirms the 
latter reading, which is likewise given by L. 21, 12 A 
“pm, B, C, D jpn. The Hebrew text sop is Sin- 
gular the Subject of the Verb being 251 but we require a 
Plural in the Trg. since the Subject is p35. 25, 26 B (in- 
correctly) “FH4 4, C, D and B. nm, The original is 
wm. B is again incorrect in reading N"A 26, 15 which 
should be "73 as the other MSS. and B. give. 27, 15 A 
(incorrectly) xm". ZB, C, D and B. xA%24 which L. con- 
firms. 27, 27 B. tm MSS. "Ff. 27, 36 A, B 4, GD 
and B. 8255. The latter is likewise given both by L. and 
the author of the Path’egen; still it is strange why we should 
read j542 in 27, 12 the Hebrew of both passages being 


m272. 27, 39 B. Jamia which is also given by the Path- 
Segen. MSS. have 75A%2. Hebrew is 720. Berliner mentions 
the Variant reading in his Massorah, but offers no comment 
upon it. 30,39 B. and C 8%. 4A, B and D FS, We 
require the Plur. Fem. here, hence 43°5"4 is more correct. 
31, 26, 43 and 50. B. 7ma, MSS. “Ais. Hebrew cnn; 
hence the reading given by the MSS. is correct. 31, 43 
B., B and D 33. A and C 5. The Hebrew being 723, 
the first reading is preferable. 34, 5. B. jirmma. MSS. 
smime;, Pathsegen supports the reading given by B., but since 
the Hebrew is %72— we should expect "Him", as the MSS. 
34, 24 B (incorrectly) jin®- which appears to refer the 
suffix both to Sehem and Hamor. The other MSS. have 
mop which corresponds to the Hebrew ‘2. 37, 4 4 (in- 
correctly) "Max. The other MSS. jinba& which corresponds 
to the Hebrew omax. The correct Trg. of M272 39, 5 is 
xFinz which all the MSS. have. B. reads xm2"3 (plural) 
which is incorrect. 41, 36 & jiusnws, 4, C, D and B. “enw, 
Either reading may perhaps be justified since Na3 is a 
collective Noun, but the Singular is preferable. 46, 20 B. 
and B vvberess. Combes. 4 and D nos. Hebrew 
“bn ax. 4 and D are correct xatk obveaw. C is wrong. 
Landauer supports B.’s reading in his Massorah. 47, 30. 
B., B and C (incorrectly) "A438. 4 and D *rAS8 which is 
also given by L. The Hebrew text has "max. 50, 9 B., 
B (original reading) and C 1P*50b. A, D and ZB (corrected 
reading) pbc. Hebrew is de, 

(C) Gender (VIII, 1c). A and 2 xoAsi B. and D wrth 
1, 26. The subject is x2A4 which being of common gender, 
perhaps admits of either form; but L. reads as B. 

B. p>=t, MSS. sb 4, 10. Hebrew is o pes which how- 
ever refers to ‘21 whilst the Trg. refers to pew which is 
feminine and hence the reading of the MSS. is more correct. 
PathSegen notices this variant reading and seems to expect 
that of the MSS. B. wn, 4, B, D wn, C (incorrectly) 5 
14, 7. The Hebrew is x which agrees with }>2 but xv 
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is masculine in Aramaic and hence B.’s reading is the cor- 
rect one. 

A, B and D xfsa, B. and C mA 15, 9. L. has the 
latter reading but points out that the Pesitta of this passage 
is [AXLoL tine, 

16, 2 A (incorrectly) Me, the rest have 154. 19, 8B, 
A and C psts, B yet, D jos. The subject being 
i D is of course a mistake. 20, 9 A (incorrectly) js; 
the rest have (25. 4, & and D are incorrect in having 
75 20, 13 since Ava is feminine. B. and C read x5. Bis 
incorrect in reading 85A 19, 13 since 8MX is masculine. 
Rest have A. The Hebrew in each case is 41 and this 
may perhaps account for the error of 4, B and J in 20, 13. 
21,30 B. and C x4, 4, B and D PAA. Since x5 is given 
by L. as of common gender either reading may be justified; 
but B’s reading 854 in 24, 58 and 4’s 87h in 25, 30 are 
both evidently incorrect. The fact of 84° being of common 
gender may again justify both readings in 26, 20 in which 
verse 4 reads nt, whilst B., B, C and D give ma8. 27, 42 
A and C (incorrectly) 595, B, Band D nS. 209, 3 B 
wpwah, which L. also reads. MSS. jSwdt. PathSegen also as 
B. who gives the proper gender, the subject being the 
shepherds. 30, 37 4 and D pats, B, C and B. ad5. So 
also L. and PathSegen, but since john is of common gen- 
der we may take either reading as correct. 30, 40 all the 
MSS. have 4'23"3 which is the proper reading, B. has p23" 
which is certainly incorrect. 30, 43 4 PN 9, B., B, C and 
D ji. A’s reading is more correct, 4x3 being masculine. 
31, 10 B., C and D "9565, A and B 3p505 which is a mistake 
since BAA is masculine. A is again incorrect in reading 
PRO 37, 7 and PMX 41, 3. In both instances we require 
the feminine. 39, 5 & mint, B., 4, C D rin’ ZB is the 
correct reading; the other imitates the Hebrew Idiom. 41, 20 
B and C read 378 but the end time the word occurs in 
the verse PS. B., 4 and D have both times ps8 which 
is correct since the first one refers to x#Sin and the second 


one to x*S2:> and both these words are feminine. 48, 4 
All the MSS. read jhoaSm& here, whilst B. has j2vs"2nx 
which reading is defended in Berliner’s Massorah* referring, 
as it does, to the feminine "7i%>. Landauer writes to the 
same effect in his Massorah*. But, it may be remarked, 
that > is also sometimes masculine. Cf. Targum Jonathan 
to Isaiah 13, 7 Powomt Rw 5S. 

(D) The Conjugations of the Verb. 

a, Peal and Pael (VIII, 2a,4). A mos, B, 2B, C and 
D rviai 8, 4. B. pruin, MSS. praii 27, 27; 209, 133 50, I. 
A room, B., 2, CG D mss 31, 20. & win, B., 4, 6 D 
wis: gi, 54. 4, BS, Co), DS ba, B. oe, sh ae. B 
aut, MSS. 727 35, 4. A and B tre, B. and C indd, D 
“n¥8 42,16. Aramaic requires a Pael here. A and 2 perhaps 
a Hebraism. 43, 4 B& (incorrectly) j=" = we shall sell, it 
should be 32335 we shall buy, which is given by 4, G D 
and B. 43, 7 MSS. =x. B. dxvi just like the Hebrew 
text. L. has the same orthography as the MSS, but I think 
2x would be a preferable punctuation, since L. gives no 
Pael of this root. 45, 24 A (incorrectly) niw. B., B, C 
and D mdi. 50, 21 B. om, MSS, cri*. Although L. 
mentions both these forms as Pael of om? still the only 
correct Aramaic form of the Pael is that given by the MSS. 

8. Peal and Afel (VIII, 2a, 8). & (incorrectly) airs 
12, 13, 4, C and D 23°53, B. se". The latter reading is 
supported by the authority of L. B. ox, B, D Dx, A, 
C v5 18, 13. Of these three readings the Afel is cer- 
tainly incorrect. Of the two other forms given B.’s is 
preferable, although the correct form is 758 ZB 732%, B., 
A, Cand D 7228" 32, 23. L. as B. 

y. Peal and Etpeel, Etpaal or Ettafal (VIII, 2a, 7). B. 
“yz and 13. MSS. “tims and tim’ 17, 26 and 27. (Vide 
VII, ri). B. »pmm 25, 23 (Peal) whilst the MSS. read 
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— 53 — 


pers (Etpaal). In this instance, we may perhaps take either 
reading, since both give good sense, the Etpaal having a 
reflective sense. 

8) Pael and Afel (VIII, 2a, 4). 4, B nasn. B., C and 
D maxA 3, 18. The latter reading is also given by L, 
B. “we, 4, G D eet, B wRI 13, 16. Both the Pael 
and Afel forms give sense here. Pael—I have made num- 
erous, Afel—I have made equally numerous. B. has an 
inferior Aramaic form. 

e) Etpeel and Etpaal (VIII, 2a, ¢). 7,11 A, D NAMEnk, 
B., B and C xfféms&. L. also reads Etpaal, but in the Syriac 
language the Etpeel (and not Etpaal) is the conjugation in 
use?. 8, 2 MSS. ‘*Sfoxi, B. memo. L. again has Etpaal 
but according to Bernstein-Kirsch, the Etpeel is the usual 
Syriac conjugation. 10,9 and 27, 13 MSS. 748m‘, B. 7axm, 
Although L. again has the Etpaal here, he gives Etpeel= 
Etpaal, so that MSS. may again be justified. 14,15 4, D 
Eri, B awsensi, C wSm85, B. aber. L. here reads as 
A and D but again notices Etpeel—Etpaal. C has an im- 
possible form. 29, 26 B., B and C ‘33m, A and D 33r4, 
The Hebrew is m2". Berliner, in his Massorah? says that 
the Hebrew Imperfect is here to be rendered by the Aramaic 
Participle, but L. gives the same reading as 4 and D which 
thus appear to give the most correct reading. 31, 24 and 
29 and 42, 24. A, B and D “nox. Cand B. ~Sdox. L. 
has the Etpaal form. 34,7 4A, B and D bwoims. B. 
aor. C Sordimesi. The latter reading will be considered 
when the Variae Lectiones will be treated of. Of the other 
two readings, the Etpaal appears to be more correct, since 
this form is given by L. 45, 1, On the other hand L. con- 
firms the MSS. reading of Etpeel here. B. has >enx, MSS. 
SNK. 

(E) The Tenses of the Verb (VIII, 2b, «). 

a) Perfect and Imperfect B. "y27nzt 4, 14, B, C and D 


x y. Bernstein-Kirsch lc. s. v. 216c p. 25. 


“spmsess, A has "yn2w. Of these 4 is incorrect since the 
Hebrew “xxi could not be translated by a Perfect. Of the 
other forms given L. prefers the Afel (Cf. VIII, 2a, 8B). 4 
mm, B, B G Dw" 9,14. A is here incorrect. 

8) Perfect and Present (VIII, 2b, 8). A, G D and B. 
niss5, B msi 4,9. The Hebrew is "ne to which B agrees 
in form; but the Massorahs of both Berliner and Landauer 
give nov" as the correct form here. MSS. 553, B. THAS-MN 
23, 13. There is no corresponding word in the Hebrew 
text, but the sense seems to be present and hence B. is 
perhaps preferable. Landauer notices this variant reading. 
27, 14 MSS. pas, B. on. = Text is 308 and therefore the 
MSS. give the better text. 29, 5 B. amon, MSS. yinva5s 
The Hebrew is omes"no which is again Perfect in form but 
Present in meaning. PathSegen reads Participle which he 
says the Aramaic idiom requires. So L. although he also 
mentions the reading of the MSS. similarly in 44, 27. 29, 26 
see above under Etpaal and Etpeel. 30, 39 B. Nan=nx, 
Aand C saf*nsi, B and D warfra}. The Hebrew is vom. 
B. has the correct reading although some confusion exists 
here between the Perfect and Participle. In 30, 31 and 
41 and in 31, 8 the Participle is used; but in 31, 10 
again Perfect. 30, 41 B “Wi, B, 4, C D “Maoh, L. reads 
“21 according to the Aramaic idiom, although looking at 
the Hebrew tizt we might perhaps have expected the Pre- 
terite. 31, 6 MSS. pres, B. prem Merx, in the Dic- 
tionary to his Chrestomathia Targumica regards the ma- 
nuscript reading as a vulgarism, and Luz. in his Oheb Ger 
also gives the participial form as correct. 31, 8 B. j7>%, 
MSS. 45". The Hebrew is again Perfect. 41, 1 A, D 
por, B., B and C255. The Hebrew text is dh but L. has 
the reading 054 which is also supported by PathSegen, ac- 
cording to the use of the Aramaic language. 41, 45 B. 
yest, A, Band D 470245, C (just as the Hebrew) rips 
mts. L. reads as B. “a man who reveals secrets’. The 
best reading appears to be that of C, who does not attempt 
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to give a rendering of the name. Besides it is by no means 
certain that these two Egyptian words mean “revealer of 
secrets” (as the Trg. and Peitta). Gesenius* explains the 
title to signify “saviour of the age” in the Egyptian lang- 
uage? 44, 15 B. and Cymyn, A, B and D ins. Here the 
Hebrew omy has the sense of a Perfect and hence the 
reading of 4, B and D is better. 47, 22 A oy, B, B, 
Cand D 5585. The Hebrew text is "5281 and the sense 
of the passage appears to require a Past Tense and there- 
fore the reading of 4 is preferable. It may be noticed that 
in the instances quoted above the MSS. follow the Hebrew 
text literally, but B. gives us the sense of the Hebrew text. 

1) Imperfect and Present (VIII, 2b, y) A, B and D 435 
(Imperfect), B. and C 55 (Present) 48, ro. The latter 
reading is perhaps better. The Hebrew is >2™. 

(F) Additions (IX, 2). 4 and D read "52°25 before H45 
7, 16. C inserts the same word on the margin. This version 
represents the opinion of those who wish to interpret the 
words }1¥2 % “i20" figuratively, to denote generally that the 
Divine protection encompassed and preserved him. 14, 12 C 
has 55 before mp probably confusing this verse with the 
preceding. 18, 25 4, B, D have }*55 which is pointed out 
by B.3 as an incorrect reading and so also the insertion of 
x5 before 055 which 4 has in the same verse. Adler and 
Pathsegen also both object to this reading since the Targumist 
always avoids irreverent language when speaking of the 


tle s.v. ° The LXX has dovopeavny, Siegfried 
and Stade in their “Hebraisches Wérterbuch zum alten Testamente 
(Leipzig, 1893) give mayp maps “Egyptian title of Joseph. Accord- 
ing to G. Steindorff, Zeitschr. f. agypt. Sprache u. Altertumskunde 
XXVIL, 41 f.—es spricht der Gott und er lebt”, Jerome renders “sal- 
vator mundi” but according to Rosellini the name means sustentator 
vitae, support or sustainer of life. The Targum version seems to be 
the popular Jewish interpretation. Cf. Josephus Ant. II, 6. V. Keil 
and Delitzsch, Commentary to the Pentateuch, Vol. I, p. 35. Trans- 
lated by Martin. (Edinburgh 1874). 31 p. 221. 


Deity. But, since it is a more literal translation of the original 
Hebrew the manuscript reading seems preferable. 19, 34 
B, xez2, 4, B and D *we4, C 78055. The Hebrew is wen. 
L. seems to know of no reading "wx but Landauer in his 
Massorah* gives both readings and also explains the 3 of 
“wana as standing for an accusative of time. The best 
reading would then be xwona. I do not know why the suffix 
of the rst Person Singular is affixed to this word. 23, 8. 
The MSS. insert ms before “2 which improves the sense 
and follows the original. 24, 67 C has nvax m5 before 
nimi thus first giving the literal translation before proceeding 
to the Hag. rendering which follows and which may perhaps 
with advantage be deleted. 25, 8 B has yr after va04. Since 
D has the same word on the margin, we may perhaps take 
this word as a gloss which has crept into the text of ZB. 
26, 26 B., Cand D “Hien, A and B ions. L. rejects 
the latter reading which is against the spirit of the Aramaic 
idiom. We must then read, either "FvemS or "Ai=n5 which 
have exactly the same significations, the » being part of the 
word and not a preposition. 31,13 MSS. ma3. B. ma. Hebrew 
ma. The sense justifies the reading of the MSS. and although 
Pathsegen also reads ma he seemed to have expected the read- 
ing n°23 and hence we may take the reading of the MSS. as 
correct. 31, 48 B incorrectly inserts 775 before 735. 42, 28 
A has 0552 before "2% but the scribe was probably looking 
at the preceding verse. 34, 14 & has ™ before Noaamsp. 
39, 6 B and C insert ™ before >>. 43, 29 B has m™ be- 
fore "Mu"y. It may be noticed thas these insertions, the 
majority of which appear to be incorrect are confined to B 
and C. Finally, Ihave to mention a few Prepositions which 
are here and there added. 

> is added by C in a8¥ 17,5 and “x05 17,10, A, C 
and D have yah 29, 3. A has xax> and jia%> 45, 8 which 
reading is rejected by PathSegen. A, B and D dkwad 40, 8 
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which Merx also reads. + is added by the MSS, xS3ssh 
9, 10 which is against the Hebrew text and in jimbo 33, 13 
which follows the Hebrew original. 7 is added in “Hvan4, 
26,26 by A and # but this has already been noticed as a 
faulty reading. A, D add wi before m3 45, 8 and this is 
really the sense of the passage. The same reading is given 
in Adler’s edition of the Trg. The MSS. add an initial 4 
in p*4wa5 15, 18 which 4 and C read. A has MmN4 20,5 
and again 2077 24, 22. & (incorrectly) ASF 35,5. All 
the MSS. read 85535 go, 1. A has wrbwi 42, 6. Cand D 
have D*4i2255 45,13. All MSS. read "4iaki 46,1. 2 and 
C give 35 50, 13. 3 is added by 4, B and DZD in the 
word m5 31, 13. 

(G) Omissions (IX, 3). An initial 1 is omitted? by C 
before x5 8, 21 but this alters the sense of the passage, 
By 4 before "Mi 20, 13 which makes this remarkable Hag, 
passage run much more smoothly. By all MSS, before px 
44, 27 where again an initial \ hardly seems necessary. 

(H) Interchange of Prepositions and other Particles, 
(IX, 5) & (incorrectly) 3e"553 4, C, D and B, yryws 
to, 20. C (incorrectly) nds 53 44, 11. B, A, B and 
D x3-85. Hebrew myx. In connection with this instance 
and the following we may compare Nehemiah 3, 37 where 
according to the occidentales (Palaestinenses) we should 
read > and according to the orientales* (Babylonii) x. 
20, 2 B and D wees, A, C and B. n° 533, Hebrew 
is 5% to which > corresponds in Aramaic. 22, 12 MSS. 


® Or 2374 sometimes omits + where it is inserted in Baer’s Edition 
of the Aramaic portions of the Bible. Cf. -5; Daniel 2, 43, yinnbann: 
Daniel 3, 21, mex; Daniel 4, 9 in all of which the MS. omits the 
initial . The Scribe however inserted this + in 3355 Daniel 4, 13 
in which case it is omitted in Baer’s Edition. 2 Vide Baer, 
(l. c.), p. 125. 3 “There is a tendency in Hebr. esp. 
in S, K, Je, Ez, to use dy in de sense of by (and vice versa) some: 
times tx being used quite exceptionally in a phrase or construction 
which regularly and in acc. with analogy has by, sometimes the 2 preps. 





nabies, B. rates. L. allows either reading here. 22, 18 
sian which the MSS. have is a better reading than that 
given by B. who has “Yaa which appears to be a Hebraism, 
corresponding to the Hebrew 3. 31, 21. Unlike the Hebrew 
text which simply gives "4, the Aramaic language requires a 
Preposition to point out the direction. A, B, D and B. give 
slob whilst C has x“to3, one reading being as correct as 
the other. Either reading is again allowable in 37, 22 where 
B has x3h5 whilst 4, C, D and B. give xii¥. Hebrew 
sian be. 41, 55 A, D wand; B, C and B. xamd 33 which 
appears more correct. The Hebrew text is mm>>. 3, 12 
B- A, C D and B. “at. B's reading is inferior, al- 
though it gives sense. 3, 17 B xa. The rest, more cor- 
rectly “8. The Hebrew is "2. 3, 23 B., 4, C, D XS983, 
B xsS v8. The text being mown mx I prefer B’s reading 
and the Pathsegen also seems to expect J’s reading. 
4, 8 B and B. 5355, A and C >345, D d34 ni. Adler 
in 735 mmra justifies the reading of 4 and C; he says we 
never find the Verb =p construed with > but with 3 or >». 
B. and J’s reading would then be a Hebraism; whilst D's 
reading is inferior, inasmuch as it indicates a slower move- 
ment than that shown by the Hebrew text. 6, 13 B., A, 
CG, Do, B ya. Hebrew is "¥=with. The sense of J’s 
reading is “from off the face of the earth” but this idea is 
not contained in the Hebrew mx and hence J#’s reading is 
again incorrect. 14,7 B. win, C75, A, Band D xn. C’s 
reading is incorrect; (as regards the difference of Gender, 
v. Pt. II, Ul, 7c). 15, 16 B, A, B, Dx5on, C xin. Hebrew 
is mim. Both readings are correct; both are composed of 
the words 8m and x2 but m25m has a liquid > inserted. Cf. 


interchanging apparently without discrimination in the same or parallel 
sentences. It is prob. that this interchange, at least in many cases, 
is not original but due to transcribers” (Heb. and Eng. Lexicon of 
O. Test. by Brown, Briggs & Driver, Oxford 1892. s. v. by) cf. also 
Jeremiah 27, 19. 


Syriac L338. 18, 19 B (incorrectly) "23, B., 4, C and D 
“S32 but, on the other hand, 4’s reading 2% is preferable 
to that of the remaining MSS. and B. viz "'2"6 18, 29. The 
Hebrew is ‘ox. Perhaps “"va5p was used to avoid the 
anthropomorphism “in His presence” and not “with Him”, 
19, 34 A (incorrectly) m, B, &, CG D o>. Hebrew is 
my = with. 24,7 B 3, A, C, D and B. *5. Hebrew %, 
B’s reading appears to be preferable since 6p is usually 
construed with > in Aramaic. 20, 40 4, B and C 7a5%, 
D and B. 74%. This latter reading is the correct one, the 
text being 7X, although the other reading may perhaps be 
justified. 27,6 Br, 4, C Dand B. 7. Although Landauer 
justifies the latter reading in his Massorah, still we must 
notice that the Hebrew mx is here merely the sign of the 
Accusative, which would justify 4’s reading. 27, 37 B xn 
A, C, D and B. 5. Since it is rather time than place 
that is here indicated by xipx, 4’s reading seems faulty. 4 
xa, B, C, D and B. = 28,15. The Hebrew is "Wx x and 
A gives the sense of this relative more clearly. # (incor- 
rectly) Ni 31, 5, B., A, CG D “8. Hebrew is "5. B (in- 
correctly) "35. Rest x5 31, 37. The latter reading cor- 
responds to the Hebrew m5 = here. JZ is again wrong in 
31, 43 where he reads "5 exactly as the Hebrew text, but 
the Aramaic idiom here requires a 4 and hence the reading 
of B, A, C and D viz "5% is correct. ZB is again wrong 
in 35, 1 where he has 755 corresponding to the Hebrew 
abs. The ather MSS. have 75 and xba is usually construed 
with >. 

The less emphatic Particles are the correct ones in 19, 38 
viz 77 (and not as B WA) and in 35, 17 and 20 7 (and 
not }" as 4 and C have). 37, 35 & (text) >3. ZB (margin), 
A, CG Did. Hebrew is bx, Rasi says that here bx = >3" 
which would justify 2’s original reading, but mid is cer- 
tainly more literal. 38, 12 B. has m%>; all the MSS. read 


1 V. Note to 20, 2 above. 
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>’ The unknown author of the Pathsegen also reads as B. 
m> is usually the Trg. for 58 whilst the Preposition >» is 
identical in both languages. Hence the text of the MSS. is 
superior here. 39, 7 B. and C poins, B pond, 4 and D 
pois r*S. The Hebrew is >. Although the MSS. readings 
may be defended still that of B. and C is here the best. 
So also Pathsegen. »pt is usually construed with 3. Cf. Trg. 
to Deut. 32, 4. 42, 28 C has xin xvi which is not such a 
good rendering of the Hebrew 25 031 as the other MSS. 
and B. have, these give 8A xi. I do not know why B. has 
ami as the Trg. of #> in 43, 9. All four MSS. read 7. 
43, 11 B, B (text), C and D have xin whilst 4 and B 
(margin) read xf. The Hebrew text is xim8 to which word 
xSA usually corresponds, but in this particular verse N15¥ is 
merely an emphatic particle. 43, 23. The Hebrew text 
being "tx the reading of the MSS. “ri¥ appears to be 
superior to that of B. which has %>. On the other hand- 
B.’s reading is preferable in 45, 10 where he reads “m> and 
the MSS. "5. The Hebrew is again "bx. 44, 4. In this verse 
we have another special use of the Hebrew word mx, the 
sense of which is ‘from’ and hence the MSS. render 72. B. 
(incorrectly) m. For a similar use of MX cf. 737 MN "DNS 
(Exodus 9, 29) where, however, all the MSS. have mm, 
47, 10 B (incorrectly) mia, A, C, D and B. bp 7. The 
Hebrew text is 72529. 

(I) Hebraisms (VII, 1g). Of actual Hebraisms C presents 
the most instances. I have previously remarked that this 
MS. does not differ so greatly from the Trg. text of B. as 
the other MSS. do. Vet B& reads 3634 5 27, 17. C has 
2255 27, 34 and 38 and 58 11, 29; 21, 3 whilst B reads 
the same word in 41, 45. & has 75 (for 75) 21, 9. All 
the MSS. read “*47 27, 9, when we should expect *i as B. 
A has p79 41, 55 and 47,15. C and D 355 4,15. The 
rest read 725. C has a4pi 37, 18. It should be 24p. All 
have n&Az 35, 21 &c. B and D xsab 26, 33. B's Heb- 


raism “ 38,1 and that of all the MSS. 749% 43, 6 have 
E 
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already been noticed above, when speaking of the variations 
in the use of the Particles. 

(J) Variant readings (X). 4 and D mx (so also B.) 
1,11. B pr. As a mere translation of the Hebrew words 
nwyT port xwom the version of B would suffice “Let the 
earth bring forth green”. But as the Trg., in most cases, 
not only tries to translate the original but actually goes out 
of its way to obtain an identical form, the reading of 4, 
D and B. seems superior. 

2,8 Ait, B and D “w8i, B. nix. PathSegen ob- 
jects to 4’s reading “wi xd Dann “wR” Nevertheless 4 gives 
a more literal rendering of the Hebrew nivvs than does the 
word “wii—which means “And he made to dwell”. 2, 14 
A ben, B, D and B. mba. A is probably a Hebraism, 
the Aramaic name of the Tigris being m>37. Syriac Mio}. 
Assyrian Tiglat?. Arabic Hee. L. says the Hebrew form 
of the word has a prosthetic m just as mbyan from >x3, 
2, 24 B., A and D have here myx MAX ~S5wa med but 
B mex rey sphak m3, The latter reading being quite 
literal is superior to the former. The Hebrew text is 
vas met wax omy. The other version has reference to a 
traditional translation of these words by the Rabbis Eliézer 
and Akiba’. 3, 1 B. omy, MSS. 34. To understand 
the reading of the MSS., we may compare 27, 35 where 
maven is rendered ma'nS5 in the Trg.; but according 
to the Pathsegen o%Dn is only applied to men. The Syriac 
Jsasas is also used for cunning. 3, 22 B (incorrectly) smo, 
The rest have xf. Heb. ovnn. 4, 3 B. and D xitip, 
A spampn, B xasspr, C xAfiva. Which is correct? The 


1 Samaritan mw. 2 Or Dignat, Tignat, Digqlat (?). Cf. also 
LXX. Tryprs. 3 So Samaritan max my shas om. 4 V. Ber. Mas- 
sorah p. 117 and Adler “xb mm to this verse. 5 According to 


Dalman Jewish Aramaic does not emply the root ps4 in the simple 
signification of “to know”, this use being confined to Galilean Aramaic. 
The corresponding Jewish Aramaic root is y= (Il. c. p. 38). 


Hebrew is "hyo". L. and Path’egen both give amp, and 
if the word mma here means ‘offering’ this is the only 
correct translation. But it must be borne in mind that the 


word can also mean a present (Arabic oe = to give) and 
this would justify both 4 and C’s reading. Z is wrong. 
Luz. says the reading xmampn is bad, as this word is only 
used when speaking of persons making presents to each 
other and never in connection with God? 4, 21 B. 47295, 
A jin, B 45, C PAs, D ySh05. As if we have not al- 
ready sufficient variations, PathSegen wishes to read 7332724 or 
pri. The Hebrew is wer. PathSegen goes on to say 
that the reading 43725 is a mistake, and I can find no sense 
in B., D, B or C, the readings of the two last-mentioned MSS. 
not being even correct Aramaic forms (but cf. Berliner p. 128 
who justifies his reading). Yet D’s reading seems to be the 
original one since A had this word in the text, but it was 
afterwards erased and 43925 placed on the margin in its place. 
Probably the whole phrase x>ba2 D'p >» 43905 should be deleted 
from the Trg. text as superfluous. For similar double trans- 
lations cf. 3, 21; 4, 21; 24, 21; 30, 8; 40, 10; 49, 4 and 
49, 8 in the latter we have even a treble rendering. 

5,3 Bm men, 4G Domb 55, B nmds5. The 
Hebrew is 5x2 and hence &’s reading is the most literal. 
Of course the other readings give the sense of the Hebrew 
passage. Path%egen reads as 4, C, D. 5, 24 B. has mar 
mrs, 4 has mn mvax xd whilst B, C, D insert x> on the 
margin. This great difference probably has its origin in 
some Hag. point. Luz. in Philoxenos3 remarks “he (Enoch) 
is still living for God did not kill him”. In Tosafoth to Yeba- 
moth 166 s. v. psp we read of a difference among Hagadoth 
one tradition being that Enoch died whilst another records that 


1 It is noteworthy that a similar variant reading occurs in the 
different Editions of the Samaritan Targum, the Editions of Brill and 
Uhlemann both giving mmsbw whilst that of Petermann reads mmm. 

2 Philoxenos p. 31. 3 p. 32. 
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he entered Paradise whilst still alive’. The Trg. text is there 
quoted without x>" and without troubling ourselves about the 
different traditions, we can see by the original Hebrew text 
that NS is out of place here, but we can understand and 
notice how it crept into the text. 

9, 2 Axoa, B., B, C, D xd7®& which is of course the 
correct Trg. of yoxn. A means ‘wild beasts’ which gives 
sense but is not the correct translation of the Hebrew. 
10, 30 B. yinania, B, C, D yinasia, 4 yineya mia! 4’s reading 
is an absurdity, 31, 3 B, 4, G D mraahd3, B tne’, 
Hebrew "539. The readings are here equally good. 11, 3 
Bjrsswh, B., 4, G D pores. Hebrew mew. Bz is 
incorrect since 1p" is (according to L.) Intransitive. Similarly 
Luz. says in his “3 3584 that p> is only used for entirely 
consuming and not for merely drying. PathSegen also justifies 
the reading jopwwn. 11, 6 C bends B., 4, B, D wis. 
C has simply confused the end of the verse with the first 
snows. 11, 31 B. B and Cxa54, 4, D sox. The first- 
mentioned reading is more correct5. There are two Aramaic 
Verbs corresponding to the Hebrew root mp> (1) "25 when 
speaking of to lead from one place to another (2) 209 simply 
to take, or with NAr& = to marry. But some confusion is 
noticeable in the use of these two Aramaic roots. B. has 
"27 14, 21 but all the MSS. here 36° L. here again reads 
sas. Again in 24, 67 B has "S51, 4, C, D and B. 2037, 
Here it means to marry, hence B is wrong. Finally in 
30,9 B nse’, B, 4, C, D rads) in which case B is again 
incorrect. 13, 9 B. and C xsissd xix, 4, B, C (margin) 
and D 73538). Hebrew mbwotet. The Trg. here renders 


1) Cf. Bezold’s “Schatzhéhle” Leipzig 1888, II, p. VI, also Qoran, 
Sura 19, 57 and 58 where Edris is identified by Abulfeda with Enoch 
(Cf. Abulfedae Historia Anteislamica: Ed. Fleischer, Leipzig 1831, p. 13). 

+ But prmsant (in one word) = “their seats” and would therefore 
be correct. 3 Likewise the Samaritan has sham. 4¢Le p. 33. 

s Although the Samaritan has sp», cf. also Singer lc. p. 21. 

6 Samaritan ap. 7 Samaritan aps. 8 Samaritan nmap. 


the Hebrew text ad sensum. The manuscript reading comes 
nearer to the Hebrew in form, whilst B. and C (text) make 
the verse run more smoothly in Aramaic. L. appears to read 
as B. since he gives no verbal root }»* in his Dictionary. 
15, 11 B., B (text), Dans, C wn8s, A, B (margin) nipxi. 
The difference in vocalization has already been treated of 
above. L. reads as A and # (margin) “he drove them 
away”. On the other hand Luz.* takes the reading mpR% 
as a marginal gloss, which, although incorrect, subsequently 
crept into the text. PathSegen* says the traditional Trg. is 
acmxi and this reading appears preferable, although so great 
an authority as L. reads otherwise. 15, 18 B. and Cmaas3 
A, B,D pr®. Hebrew “mmo. B.’s reading is preferable, but 
the sense of the passage is Future, and therefore the manuscript 
reading, though inferior, may perhaps be justified. As regards 
the different roots used, L. solves our difficulty by telling 
us that the only parts of jm) in use in Aramaic are the 
Future and Infinitive. 17, 2 B., 4,C, D “av pa, B ND. 
Hebrew 7272. Pathsegen supports the former version. This 
expression is another instance of the Targumist’s constant 
endeavour to avoid anthropomorphic expressions; whilst 2 
translates literally. The suffix of the 1st Person Singular is 
wanting in this word and in X38 according to L.5 Hence 
nied = 5. «18, 21 B. and C (text) have xO oxi pas ox 
s“irx, 4, B, C (margin) and D read pas okt path xd px 
2*Era xd. The Hebrew text is simply 4278 N> oxy, All the 
commentators have remarks to make on this peculiarly dif- 
ficult passage. Luz., PathSegen and Adler all justify B.’s 
Text “I will (make an end with you, come to terms with 


tle p. 35. 2 To this verse. 3 Samaritan na. 4 Sa- 
maritan 373. 5 Dalman likewise mentions the avoidance of this 
suffix in his grammar p. 162 “Die Form des Suff. der 1 Pers. Sing. 
nach vokal. Auslaut sollte wohl i sein. Sie wird aber geflissentlich 
vermieden und bei 28 (und psx) durch die det. Form ersetzt”. But he 
places xia under those words in which the diphthong ai became 
weakened to a. Thus xia —=*i3 cf. also “Sp = "S5yE &e. 


you) forgive you, if you repent but if not, I shall punish 
you”, The corrected (MS.) reading runs “I shall (make an 
end with you) destroy you, if you do not repent, but if you 
repent, I shall not punish you.” Both readings, are, how- 
ever, very obscure and it is very doubtful whether either 
is correct. 19,33 B., B and C rb3i, A and D nap. The 
text is xm). 4 and D are both wrong, they probably wrote 
rapt through confusion with verse 35 of which the Hebrew 
is opm. 19,33 and 35 C (margin) néipah nas. B., 4, 
B, C (text) and D nétpaah ni5wdd, C’s marginal (corrected?) 
readings merely appear to be Hebraisms. 

21, 33 C xo, B., A, B and D xis, The Hebrew 
original is dvix. L. reads as B. The reading X55>8 is pro- 
bably a marginal note which crept into the text, and in some 
MSS. supplanted the more correct reading. In 4 a later 
hand has already inserted xo>"x on the margin. 22, 12 B 
(text) xAp8, B., 4, B (margin), C, D xmv%5? which is un- 
doubtedly the proper text; so L. xmpaw = “Thou hast for- 
saken” and not “thou hast withheld” which the Hebrew 
mown means. 22, 18 & is again incorrect in this verse in 
which we find 755 written instead of 735 545 which is the 
correct Trg. of 72413. 23, 6 B, and C “bs4, B 34, 4, D 
30043. The only noticeable difference between C and B is 
the fact that C (as usual) has a form exactly like that of 
B. whilst @ preserves the punctuation of the Superlinear 
system more distinctly. The Hebrew is 32%. Both Berliner 
and Landauer in their Massorahs give this word as an in- 
stance of pum xp. Similarly, the author of the PathSegen. 
According to these authorities, the first-mentioned reading is 
the correct one. But it has already been noticed that our 
MSS. do not follow these Massoretic rules of Dur Np. At 
the same time ¥75 conveys the sense of the original and 
both Rasit and Ibn Ezra explain nbs) = 21m. 24, 10 B 


t Likewise the Samaritan has mia; mapwa. 2 Samaritan my». 
3 Samaritan y22. 4a 1 


"£5. B., 4, C and D aiv which is the same word as that 
given in the Hebrew text, and hence, perhaps, a Hebraism. 
24, 19 B (incorrectly) "bead, 4, B (margin), C, D and B. 
“rwad. 24, 21 B., 4, D na AW, B nh we, C ond ne, 
PathSegen accepts the latter reading, but L. writes as B. and 
as early as Rasi’s time the reading of C was already pointed 
out as incorrect. The Hebrew text is 72 mynve. Berliner 
in his Massorah places 42 "Mw as a Suraan reading whilst 
mai "5w falls under the head of the Nehardean readings. 
24, 38 B (text) *fs5%b4 3585 ZB (margin) and the remaining 
texts “rrscTbh REX reSd. Since the corresponding Hebrew is 
nmed2 by) "aR m2 x the last-mentioned text is more literal 
and hence, perhaps, preferable*. 24, 44 B. "bo, A and B 
(margin) "Sa, B (text) pw, C ex, D bok. The Hebrew 
is aywx “T shall draw”. Although none of the readings here 
mentioned give us a literal translation of the Hebrew still 
“Pex is undoubtedly incorrect. (for the differences of vocal- 
ization see above). 

24, 59 B. and C Hina, B and D wal, Aina. A 
appears to have taken the Hebrew "2x in the sense of 
‘warriors’ but there is nothing in the context which admits 
of such an interpretation. The vowel-changes have already 
been noticed. 24, 62. The Hebrew text runs 8129 8a poss 
"x2 of which the Targum is—according to B xrivaba >3 phst 
x*a pd whilst the other versions give Nad “ined bd pass, 
We can reject both these versions and follow that given by 
Nachmanides? *Ainv2a NAR which is more literal. 25, 6 B., 
C and D have xAiva 48d xarepy, 4 372 soxd worep whilst 
B has xfov4 “5 vied widbep>. The Hebrew text is map 
DIP VIN. 4 is the best and most literal translation and 
is supported by the authority of L. and Pathsegen. 25, 25 
B., B, C 725, A yba2, D 7522. The Hebrew text is m77N2. 
L. explains all these words to be of similar signification and 


x Cf, LXX "AAW aig tov olzoy tod matpdos pov mopedon xat els 
THY Gudfy pov. 2 To this verse q. v. 


all mean ‘cloak’ or ‘mantle’. B.’s reading being derived from 
xoxhas sc. éoy¢ that of A from the Persian pJJ and that 
of D from the Greek yAaiva, Pathsegen also reads 595 
and explains that a > comparationis is omitted because the 
word is used adjectively and not substantively. 26, 14 C 
(margin) x3Abb, C (text) and remainder ma3 just as the 
Hebrew. This instance is also mentioned in Berliner’s 
Massorah under pum xp. PathSegen also gives may. It 
is, however, remarkable that in the quotation of this verse 
by Theodorus Mopsuestenus*, who lived at the beginning of 
the 5th century, he uses the word fuego, although the 
PeSitta which he usually quotes has here 1,4. Mopsuestenus 
is, however, by no means exact in his quotations from the 
PeXitta, his rendering of Biblical passages frequently differs 
both from Trg. and Pesitta. 26,18 C (text) “Ap. C (margin), 
A, B, D and B. “p Fins. Hebrew is xp for which we 
might expect the Trg. to be 8*ps. 27, 3 B after omitting 
7fwp in its text, gives the incorrect marginal reading 7rrabsi. 
27,31 B. dei, Band D 9385, C di, 4 srw. Of these 
readings only that of C is incorrect. Although the Tar- 
gumic form usually corresponding with the Hiphil of x in 
Hebrew is the Aphel of 553, still we also occasionally find 
the Aphel of Rmx thus employed. (Cf. 27,7). 27, 34 B 
nik?, The rest have >. Hebrew is “x. B& imitates the 
peculiar construction of the Hebrew original; but “5 is the 
correct Trg. Luz.3 remarks “Those who would read six 
forget that it is not the object of the Targumist to retain 
the Hebrew obscurities, but rather to clear them up”. 29, 8 
B. and C ji, 4, D Anssint, B psavist, The Hebrew is 
soba}. L. permits either reading, taking the reading of 4 and 
D as a “Gafel” form of ". RaSi also reads the word with 
a prosthetic 2. # has a mistake in the Gender. 30,6 B 
has “MhdS S955 pei vs sdhysd D5. B., A, C and DZD simply 


1 Edit. Sachau, Leipsig 1879 (page ax), 2 Samaritan mx. 
3 lc. p. 41. 


read “fib by HR which corresponds literally to the Hebrew 
"bipa y22 oat. The first part of J’s rendering is perhaps a 
marginal gloss which was afterwards inserted in the text by 
an ignorant scribe. 30, 15 B., D and B (margin) nd, 4 
and # (text) 7x5" C is missing. Since the Hebrew text 
reads ™>, the reading AX> although giving the sense of the 
passage appears to be incorrect. 31, 2 B., A and C (text) 
yhmd2, C (margin), Ess, Byers, D yin. The Hebrew 
is 123°§. The forms given by B and ZD are incorrect. As 
the suffix refers to "PX and not to 32> C’s marginal correction 
is worthless. But j2F"> would be a more correct Aramaic 
form. 31, 13 C (incorrectly) jOA xSn&. The other MSS. 
ead 855 N58 which corresponds to the Hebrew mNiD puNn. 
31, 16. In this verse J’s reading a5 appears to be pre 
ferable to the text given by B., 4, C and ZD which give 
Dupss “who separated”. The Hebrew text is >3n “wx, 31, 21 
B ress xini. The rest have m5 m. Neither are literal 
since the Hebrew is simply "425. Pathsegen similar to B., 
A, C and D. It is difficult to say which reading is prefer- 
able, but perhaps Z@ is, since it preserves the word of the 
Hebrew text "73. 31, 29 C (text) d{5A xab4, C (margin) 
and the others x5545453, The Hebrew being 7279 the latter 
reading is correct. C (text) gives the sense of the original 
but is not literal. 34, 7 B. sxvorme), 4, B, D dwdiress, 
C sorcirs'. The meaning of the former reading is “And the 
men were tried” which gives no sense here. On the other 
hand the reading of C—which is also given by L.— gives 
us the correct sense “And the men were grieved” which 
exactly corresponds to the Hebrew 1223", In this verse then 
I think we should reject the reading given by B. in favour 
of that shown by C. 34, 7 & (text) ‘m&, B (margin) and 
the rest 534. Hebrew 3x2. Which is the better reading? 
In verse 27 of this chapter all render x2 by 43 so that 


1 LXX also Aeta. 2 Samaritan jam. 3 Samaritan bby. 
+ Samaritan ‘dy. 


perhaps this reading should be preferred. But there are 
many passages in the Trg. in which the Aramaic Verbal 
Root which corresponds to the Hebrew 813 is NMR. We 
may perhaps then accept either of the above-mentioned 
readings. 35, 3 B “Mpd j95. The rest have "Mp35 waist 
which is the correct Trg. of the Hebrew "72 pha. It is 
true that B gives us the exact sense of the original, but yet 
the reading is faulty. 35, 8 B minha Rest have >*ba7, 
Hebrew mnma. As an instance of the close connection be- 
tween these two Aramaic words compare Np y4ba 1, 7 
and again xvaw minma 1, 9. The words are really synonyms 
but Pathtegen$ tries to make a distinction between them by 
saying that one refers to a greater depth than the other and 
that a fine distinction does exist in the use of the two words 
may be seen by comparing the Heb. of 1, 7 and J, 9. 
1, 7 has > mmr whilst 1, 9 has only mnna, the Trg. for 1,7 
being > ynba and for 1, 9 minma. As the > is also used 
here 34d” seems preferable. 35, 18 D (incorrectly) 7795. 
The other MSS. and B. read pa which is the correct Trg. 
of the Hebrew mxya. 36, 35 B, C and D sa “phi, 4 
axiot xbpma, 2 aw 2485. The original has 3N’o mwa of which 
A gives the most literal Aramaic. Z is decidedly incorrect. 
37,2 A fina. The other MSS. and B. read jin3*3. Author- 
ities differ which of these readings we should prefer. Ber- 
liner in his Massorah+ remarks “Many copies have the in- 
correct reading 754 which imitates the word given in the 
Hebrew text; the Aramaic word 3% first bore the meaning 
of calumniating when joined with xwen”. Similarly Luz.5 after 
citing many passages in which the Hebrew ma = the Ara- 
maic 3°~ adds that the reading 2% is nothing more nor 
less than a mistake. On the other hand L.® remarks; ‘Since 
our root (2°%) hardly ever occurs in the Babylonian Trg. in this 
signification (viz. that of calumniation) therefore the reading 


t Samaritan ‘mpy ors. 2 Samaritan yx». 3 To this verse. 
4p. 78. 5 Philoxenos p. 43. 6 sg. ve 


4955 is superior.” We may therefore accept 4’s reading as 
the correct one. 37, 23 & (margin) 31, B (text), 4, C, D 
and B. SAS. Hebrew x2 (see above 34, 7). 37,35 LZ (text) 
7h 95, D and B (margin) 5°58 55, B., 4 and C S38 55. 
L. although mentioning the latter reading gives as correct 
the text given by D and B (margin). But how is the version 
of B (text) to be explained? It appears to be an allusion 
to the Jewish doctrine of the Immortality of the soul, but 
is, of course, an interpolation. The Hebrew original is simply 
oa 37, 2 B. asia, A, Dh, 2 won, CS The 
Hebrew has "3222. L. and Pathsegen both give the correct 
reading as "82325 although L. also mentions the other render- 
ing. But before we are able to give an opinion which 
reading is preferable, it is necessary to be quite clear about 
the signification of the Hebrew original and here the author- 
ities differ. asi, R. Samuel b. Meir, Nachmanides, Gerso- 
nides and Mendelssohn render “merchant” whilst the Revised 
English Version, Ibn Ezra, the LXX and Pesitta translate 
“Canaanite”. Adler aptly remarks in his 13> mo"m3 that the 
rendering “merchant” is given to spare Judah’s honour, he 
also quotes Talmud and Midras in support of this trans- 
lation. But after all I think the most correct reading is 
that given by L. which is literal. 38, 17 B. mbwrx, 4, C 
and D “48, B n’wk+. Hebrew nbwx. The readings given 
by B. and & are equally good, since the Afel of mu is 
merely a little stronger than the Peal, but the reading “408 
is wrong according to L. who quotes Levita to prove that 
the root "7 only occurs in 38, 20 and 23 where, according 
to the author of the Pathsegen, it has the signification of 
‘giving’ merely, and not as here giving with the idea of 
repayment 7. ¢, as a loan. 41, 5 A jo. The other MSS. 
have 42°SE which is the correct reading, according to L., 
although 754 has precisely the same meaning as 72°05. 41, 30 


1 Samaritan 5x». 2 Samaritan -é2929. 3 To this verse. 
4 Samaritan mov. 


B (text) xdn& “555, B (margin), 4, C, D and B. xsosi xis, 
One would only expect x37& rst but as Adler points out in 
his “35 moors a. 1. the root mb> is more applicable to the 
ruin of the inhabitants of a country than to the ruin of the 
country itself. We must therefore either assume that both 
versions are faulty or that both are equally good. 42, 10 
A (incorrectly) *h, B. ing. B, C and D M8. The Hebrew 
is 382. 42, 38 A nwa, B, C, D sis. The Hebrew 
is ya. A gives the correct sense but is an inferior reading, 
L. also has x13. On the other hand Z is incorrect in 
giving xiii as the Trg. for the Hebrew 372 in 44, 29, 
The other MSS. and B. here give nMwra3 which is correct, 
43, 5 B (text) “ims nib wHe8, B (margin) and the rest 
niy 48. B’s mistake is one of homoiteleuton. cf. v. 3. 
43, 18 A (incorrectly) bymx7. The others have 3AA85 which 
is the correct Trg. of avin. 44, 2 A youra4, rest N31, Hebrew 
iwpn hence 4 is wrong although, of course, the verse refers 
to Benjamin. 44, 14 B jww5R >3, rest have "i045, The 
Hebrew is "25> and hence & (which would be the Trg. of 
poe 52) is a mistake. 48, 19 4 PPEY mye Neves put pI 
B, C and D give x*#a35 pidw pins hab. So B. who employs 
yuu instead of pede. The Hebrew original is 7, 
oyjaankbo im. Both renderings are equally free and hence 
hardly satisfactory, although we must bear in mind that in 
some of the poetical and prophetical passages of the Pen 
tateuch, O. doubtless allowed himself great freedom in giving 
the sense of the original, besides which our texts of the 
Trg. are frequently hopelessly corrupt. Of the two renderings 
here given 4’s is historically inaccurate, as the great Hebrew 
kings who ruled over other nations sprang from the tribe 
of Judah and not from that of Ephraim. But the tribe 
of Ephraim was the most powerful of the kingdom of Israel 
and hence the other rendering is at least historically true. 
The Hebrew text is very obscure, but whatever it does 


1 As the Samaritan Trg. gives. 


mean is not represented by either of the Targumic versions 
here quoted. A “fullness of nations” probably means “ex- 
ceedingly numerous”. 48, 22 B. and C (text) "fwiah “045, 
C (margin), 4, B and D ~nhyash sAtdxa which is a Hag. render- 
ing. V. RaSi and Adler in his 35 mm on this verse. The 
Targumist strives to soften the apparent harshness of Ja- 
cob’s language. B.’s reading is quite literal. 49, 27 B., B, 
C wSstp, 4 xvinp, D xiap. Although the Hebrew original 
is amplified in this verse to such an extent that it becomes 
all but unrecognisable in the Aramaic translation, still of 
the renderings here given the first mentioned is the only 
one that gives the correct Aramaic word and therefore the 
only reading we can here adopt. 

This is a complete list of the Variae lectiones and it 
may be seen by a perusal of these together with the vowel 
changes and grammatical irregularities which we have already 
noticed how very far we are from having a correct critical 
text of the Trg. Undoubtedly B.’s edition is a vast im- 
provement upon the texts which preceded his, but we have 
seen how very often it may be improved upon. I am afraid 
it is too much for us to expect the Trg. text to be perfectly 
accurate since many later scribes have tampered with the 
text to such an extent that in many places we cannot re- 
cognise the Hebrew original at all in the Targumic trans- 
lation. But what we may reasonably hope for is a gradual 
improvement until we shall have obtained a text which is 
as critical as we can possibly expect under the many dis- 
advantageous conditions which surround the editing of such 
a text. As a first step in this direction I now give a few 
specimen chapters of the Trg. of O. with Superlinear vocal- 
ization, which, besides showing an improvement in language 
probably represents the original Palestinian Version. 
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III. 


In the following chapters I have followed the MS. D 
which has already been noticed to give the best and clearest 
text. Occasionally I have inserted a reading which appears 
to be more correct in the foot-notes. My reasons for doing 
so may be found explained in the body of this work. 

I also give the readings which are given by the Editio 
Bomberg (Venice, 1517) the text of which varies very con- 
siderably from the text of B.’s Edition. I have insertéd 
every word in regard to which this Edition differs from that 
of B., although the reading may coincide with that of the 
MSS. The MSS. C and ZD invariably write the Tetragram- 
maton thus % whilst the Editio Bomberg writes "™. 4 
and & “* * The dot over the Sin is not written, Sin is 
written thus & but is usually replaced by 0. The word bi$ 
is usually abbreviated in the MSS., which simply write *p. 
In such cases the missing letters have been added in brackets, 
Numerous emendations appear to be necessary in the con- 
sonantal text, which should be purged from its numerous 
superfluous elements, but such corrections should be post- 
poned until we have attained a more accurate vocalization’ 

Different chapters to those given by Merx in his “Chresto- 
mathia Targumica” have purposely been chosen. 


« Cf. Part I, Cp. II, 2. 2 Merx considers it necessary to apply 
both systems of vocalization to arrive at a correct and critical vocalized 
text, but it has been shown that this is possible by means of the 
Superlinear vocalization alone (cf. Merx “Bemerkungen”, p. 188). 


CHAPTER 2vil, 


DaaSS Ab imi pe vit pow 73 Baas niAt (1) 
DSw A ATP MbE hw bk NOR md TRF 

NaN ANS TAT FORT FST CaN pS AAP PART (2) 

OAS fh mad 5954) srjek $9 Doak dBd4 (3) 

Paes 5S ARS Find Jas usp ca NA NR (4) 

SAS DAADN POS A mak Pow mh thy vpms ed5 (5) 
Kamars pany 4d aed 

PSH "pes ts wind wind AS ‘wees (6) 
PPE Ws wads psy wes 

JARS HS pS BS was pa wp mh Pops (7) 
ARS 955 ASKS 7S ahead odd esp Pmss5 

NPIS 5 Hh anim Ae mf} FAAS 055 75 SPAR (8) 
MRS Pind “Ans ‘Sd MOMS 7305 

JARS Bo) nk VGA asp mS mi DATARS Yo “GR (9) 
pass 

Ta pS Aahsi saa ps oa “ap Ps (10) 
wit 55 isd “4rd FAAS 

pa op mes sae} pomdses sfod mh pant (11) 
Ads a0 
a Edit. Bom. “mm. & Bom. jm, C Pe. ¢ B NHS in- 
stead of a7 5. d BRAS. ¢ Bom. omits. / C wp. 
g Bom. "am. % Bom. and 4 49. 7 Bom. and 4 2, B 36, 
& Bom. qnam. 7 Bom. wx). m C pois. 2 Bom. e373). 
o Bom. j7u>tih. ~ Bom. =°px1. The best form would be 
“28g Bom. “>. + Bom. xmbxb, & m5x5. 5 Bom. 
yagi, C pes. ¢ Bom, bz. « Bom. “yy, C “ns, x Bom. 
“vax, y Bom. &1. z Bom. jen 4. aa Bom. “17%, 

C “tx. 46 Bom, “nea, C mrt. 
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sooo dS ahs 95 pad stad pudts shah 955 (12) 
win Sd N55 psd 19 55:4 eboS pars ares 

wp Sarin, OFBOS Ppa ma 5 stab stad (13) 
@nty ‘opd “sions 

sSoFwhy > ASDF whos mh The NST NDT ATT (14) 
lage dsp mh nade sinh 'xais 

“4d “nib nf sph x5 GAR ob BAASRS 7 TBSF (15) 
maw m0 oR 

Tegshaes 7975 ord PPR pS CHAS PASI (16) 
Vinh Hoa BASS pases “psoah ya55 “ant 

M54 mmS55 VOR) Toni oi 5d OF8 bB24 (17) 
SSR phd pen naa nab ost “155 AS phe mike 

4 pstend Skawss & 45 Mp (OF)p OMAR THT (18) 
; ator 

mph 8 78 MSA TARS me amps wb 484 (19) 
SAAS tia Hedy spd vas aS os SPR pred mig 

MAS mds NA TASE mbsp skvdws 535 (20) 
"9425 903 7™ AR wand mAs Uossdoks mAs rebel 
"35 BSS PMT hh 


a Avr, 6 Awan, cB, CxB05, A xpo>, d Bom. OM 
e Bom. ji2toa3, B poss =f Bom. osp>. =_g_ Bom. by. 
A Bom, mbt. 7 Bom. xox. 2 Bp. 7 Bom. uty 
m Bom, au. 2 Bom. 728i. 9 Bom. mm. Z Bom. jh, 
B yprsi and omits 981. g Bom. mr, The 3rd Sin. Fem. 
Suffix is always punctuated with Q. in this Edition, so this 
variation will not be noticed agait. ry Bom, 2738) 
s Bom. 1m. ¢ Bom. 7225, « Bom. 7233. x Bom. "IP. 
y Bom. >. z Bom. 7%. aa Bown. 45 45 is a more 
correct form. ce A, B >xvaw', dd Bom. oven. ce Bom. TP: 
Bom. 7281. gg Bom. pS. = =2k C Sp. id Bom, DBs 
kk Bom, wrex'. 47 Bom. "3081. mm B’s reading "Im appears pre- 
ferable when compared with the Hebrew D8. 722 Bom. 73:5). 





sors nw 7S TSM pag By “DPR op m4 (21) 
Ayrians NMS OPIN 

SrmAsoa Ts wpe pSmoxs mvs 'xbSiada Souwi (22) 
DAaakF 

TAN ES $5 Ay maa keds oh pAta& Sh (23) 
rast omaa& md PobkS echt $5 regod shat $5 mh 
To mad "5545 wad PIA wa Fos ‘tinny sfos 

wioa 1 5 pie lyr powh 75 Fda (24) 
m SST 

sios ms 77-35 phy “od mS 5 mesa dkvawis (25) 
mS 

m3 dkoowss OAAIS PSTimk PIA sot fod (26) 

535 pA NBOD ches AMS MSs wed Obi 554 (27) 
mad POitins xa09 


CHAPTER XX Vi. 


"and ThAS Takes Nips 995 NIRS Nips TAA (1) 
M505 "kwops Nb SIs MIS pox’ “Sti OAs 

9G "Sets mimmA xs asi se mS msi (2) 
35 ORT NS 


a B, Cvs, Ace. The best form would be D*pk. 

b Bom. 73r. ¢ Bom. x17, B xoxt. ad Bom, xeicmix, A 

arsins, 2 upchs, GMs, 2 Bom. th, 9 B Sch, 

; g Bom. "M252. A Bom. "8x3, A 703N3. 

2A yerbcst, Bom, ynrba7. & Bom. >">. 77. Z Bom. 

rin, m merase. om “ars (B. on the other hand has “1 

and also 1713 for "712m8 in verse 27). o Bom. “22x. pg Bom. 

"ire. g 73 would be a better punctuation. ry Bom. 

myctp. s Bom. bx. ¢ Bom, "ox. w« B pxt5. «x Bom. 
“ty A TENT(!) 





we BI) ee 


mA OSS 295563 Ha HAM NAF RIND 117 (3) 
fxmp mi ‘ope pORA cNMonk $5 m opr tabs 
TAs AAS mIsS5 

BS mh ind ‘pri wham 085405 $735 mh siokl (4) 
RSS MOD 55-735 S45 Potanss PSNA 'NAs 

san CmaeS wos as oAak& 89954 OSA (5) 
TOP FONG PFs 

“495 prix aA (6) 

* DAS WORT HAAS “pod Sd wins BIR ew (7) 
Rink Die Sop) xads HAN WS TST Ag eh 
ron A naw Ag das $y 

TSO ss oso wate pan mS hws 75 nial (8) 
oy “pama pays Nm NTT NSU po (kaos NSby 
MAPS Apss 

TARAS RA Das sas pasts Toss xipi (9) 
Amotas AS payh od “sas en Mas eee pay 
my “SdSm& nabs 

Po WSs NS ss NSwd Disa SARi (10) 
RSI N53 NAST IFRS PP ms Co Rass Aad oe 


a@ Bom. 7%. & Bom. Tres. ¢ Bom. 42 ax1. @ Bom. 
ON. e¢ Bom. gnzx. / Bom. ompR (correctly). g C wR 
A Bom. 573. 7 Bom. jp. 2 Bom. 722. 7 Bom. xnzry. 
m Bom. 7232. 2 Bom. 3p. o Bom. move, py Bom. 
"Fp. g BSP. 7+ Bom, ois, Boss. 5 Bom. 2m. 
¢ Bom. "tx. uw Bom. pow. x Bom. “omy. sy Bom. 5°04. 

s Bom. tix. aa Bom. mp3 (and not nmps) as B.). 46 Bom. 
N20. cc "=FONI would be a better reading. add Bom. wm, 
C 7Nr2. ce Bom. 22 (B. has ms). Jf Bom. 7281. ge Bom, 
Dyes, 4 ng. 44 Bom. ony. af Bom. meme. 24 Bom, wpe 
correctly ; alsoC >*3Prs. 77 Bom. x32. mm Bom. may. az Bom. 
aw, C 3425. 00 Cf. LXX which has éx tod yévovg pov. pp Bom. 

= gg Bom. xmyi. The best reading would be xfvrs'. 


Peaads “pis add wad oS nh peeks RE (11) 
doadons xOGpms CMAASS PAA 

Sy 8A NADS nSwki ww NRG pax yar (12) 
ay ssa Orsi me ooh 

Nomd FeSns 55 15455 sd Sere SST hod Sy (13) 

830 CREME Ain THANG ad Mh oes Saat (14) 
PagmwSD mS weipi 

maak (aS “ose (od BAS F549 555 (15) 
wind “piioer okAwts ‘pdind oshas 

PrEr Aas Ntad YS prvid ids aN (16) 
esd xa 

yah Casas) Ast esr toh pry per Stat (17) 

wind BAT wT fs95 mh EAT przh smi (18) 
Saph BAAS nds AAS wSS "pods “has oFask 
fomtor Bands Mss Hos yAdws pd Myhnd 

moms pan ™™ Andes god prxd vad “ER (79) 
PRnpas 
@ Bom. Pp". & Bom. x7322. ¢ Bom. mrss. 
d C oem. e Bom. 14. f Bom. 282 g Bom. 21x:. 
A B has this word added on the margin. B. omits it. 
z Bom. 30. & Bom. raw. 7 .Bom. ™m C m4. m Bom. 
“ru. 2 Bom. "=. o Bom. nim. 4 has this word 
erased in the text but added on the margin; whilst B has 
it in the text and 74335 on the margin. p B ends. 


y Bom. ys, B x3. ry Bom. an 7. s Bom. "38. 
t Bom, j72102 and Ragi quotes the word thus. zw Bom. jf25>%1. 
x Bom. 7x". y Bom. >x. 2 Bom. xmerpn, Crisps. 


aa Bom. 83m3. 66 Bom. y2m2. ce Bom. am dd Bom. x3, 
B ween. ce Bom. wean. /f Bom. Hay. gg Bom. p70. 
The best reading would be ;ii2u'. 4h Bom. ym> (B. 777). 
ii Bom. min. 24 C has. “775 instead of “Pp m4. WZ Bom. 
s. mm C indus, A msve. an Bom. 8282. 00 Bom, 
wrt. pp Bom. p24. 
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Phdes iaas pie eAiA od WAst *NATA Ge (20) 
may *pbgns "8 pos x55 ondd wiph a 

rind mao wap m5 a8 Awa Sins od BAA (21) 

sapht moo 4x 55 PaaS &-S MET diet peror§ (22) 
RINKS NHSaET) NS Mp one BS AR SR Emhainh nde 

yao aad para ™pEmors (23) 

OMS RR TORS Nim SSS so md mbm (24) 
sok) RST ha 879905 48 SAA NS Phas DFAsk 
“323 DAAIS 3 33m 

wen mon ey wows Sea Sande yep Ninh (25) 
Sa! priz® M5 yah wah esis 

yertoma “medi awd mAs "RAs T5adN4 (26) 
mar 24 bts} 

Ans oS here A past pnd 7 aR (27) 
cob orioa thnnSis cfs pinsio 

27 tea frin Sk whim wind “yaRt (28) 
ifm pS OhAS aati 5 Motpmd wrest fe 8e5 
ad map md TSh xis 


@ Bom. xn. 6 Bom. x2". ¢ Bom. xowv. d@ Bom. 
nposmy. ¢ Bom. xv. / 4, B, C *nbx, Bom. “nix. The 
Sewa compositum given by ZD is irregular in the Spl. vocal- 
ization; “Fix would be the best reading. g Bom. x13. 
h A, B, C “mix, Bom. “nix. 2 C nists. 2 Bom. 7x1 
/ A, B (more correctly) wits) and wins. mm Bom. prt, 
B, C (more correctly) petoh. 2 B D3rss. 0 Bom. xmby. 
@ Bom. =x. g Bom. F032. + Bom. 427383. s Bom. 
xmaye. ¢ Bom. mystva. w Bom. >ik, 4 ip. a A MeO) 
y Bom. Mian, 4, B smn, and the word is thus quoted in 
Gen. Rabb. c. 64 § 9 (in Wilna Edition). z Bom. “x1. a@ Bom. 
pom. 66 Bom.premx. cc Bom. yambe. dd Bom. xh 
ee Bom. xtra. = ff Bom. in. = gg Bom. Tex. 44 Bom. 
mowEnm 7 Bom. ximnix. 


woh Spin’ x85 05 wa Nad “PSSA Os (20) 
“pF 59 95 mk obws Swi ac sind pay oNdTa94 

Sew S581 oxtawes pind $9454 (30) 

‘ors barsines ah Yotdh wang hosipsi (31) 
Dowd medida "Si prt 

mS wits przs Fad ngi wind eda rani (32) 
SAO NOMSwWR eS OR TAS hd pow dp 

vad WkS NMA Insp ps od Pndad mAs sap) (33) 
mA xan 49 

maine ms SAAS DSA PhD PSII 13 1d TAA (34) 
MAR PS m3 Ga my nkAn “ks mS 

Smpass prxh wana by 4h 75560 mSist (35) 


CHAPTER XX XI. 


Pa apds Mads tpAaRy SS MS ind mo yowh (1) 
PSRA Nido} 5S mh RIP TNT aRd Td) “RN aNdS 55 

mas 7s RAs joS wk 195 rh abs NTA (2) 
saaapeh *bank5 


a Bom. azn. 6 Bom. 3px. ¢ Bom. x97, B xis. 
d@ Bom. "322. se Bom. wre, C wired. =f Bom. 28h. 
g Cite. 2B mm instead of mk 755. Bom. sHAmx>. 
2 Bom. jusnbeh, B ordi. 2 Bom. bry. = 7 Bom. sy. 
m Bom. Po. 2 Bom. =n. o Bom. 2x. p Bom. n229 
(and not as B. nzs¥). This is likewise the Bib. Aram. form. 
Cf. Daniel 4, 13. g Bom. xo. + Bom. jt. 5s Bom. 
mest) (and not as B.npacvs). ¢ A Bom. 27>. So also B 
“2b (which is better than Z). z Bom. 30}. « Bom. 
RIND. y Bom. xvsxd ws. =z Bom. pam, C (text) 
t:F95. On the margin 7m"%. aa Bom. "bares, C “banw25 
(which is better than D). 


Agents) STARS Poaes ain apsts am <aaKi (3) 
sada MMA AN 

Fahd rid wSpAS mkSdh SASS whip’ aps mbwh (4) 

MMe ‘oink “ER SO rh Nk FS Pynd MAR (5) 
TAA SRT ASR SpdS banks ad "ey 
"5303 

aqishas mi Prose wb FSS Re Ops "PART (6) 

eS) pot Utd ak mh wR a SBD pohs& (7) 
“Ad NWRANT Th Prd 

5S’ pS Fake OAT paid “Ak THA PIS ox (8) 
DS pS Fink os FAA aR A PAS ONT pind xp 
PSA NID 

9S aA} ghohaka NSS yA yw DsT (9) 

Osim Sb mpprh eid warinsks 9S At (10) 
pai pois eid Sd FF ppST TS NAT co abAS 
bh rina 

RISF 8) aps "eda tt Sada ~S Faget (11) 

PPIOT RAH SS MFA M4 SS spt aK (12) 


@ Bom. vx. 4 Bom. xvox>. ¢ Bom. 4easx. d@ Bom. 
sarees. oe Bom. 1. f Bom. xbpn. g Bom. rms. 4 Bom. 
we (B. p>). ¢ Bom. yn. & Bom. jaray, Cpsias. 7 Bsa 
m Bom. 310", which is the best reading. # Bom. rx. 
0 Bom. 7m. ~ Bom. m5. g Bom. i298 (B. 7438). + Bom. 
WIN (B. pani). s Bom. 7pt,  ¢ Bom, “un. o« B 955, 
x Bom. 738. sy Bom. 737% (the best reading would be 
755). z Bom. wmsxi. aa Instead of x92 72, Bom. reads 
xizm. 46 Bom. j21ax. ce B. womens. = dd Bom. rn. 
ee Bom. xaem3. ff Bom. xin. 9 gg A ypbon, B psd. 
hh Bom. Wse, 7 Bom. vax. 22 Bom. xabma. Bom. 
me. mm A, C 4r2 and f°. an Bom. “im. 00 Bom. 
xosn, 


PyS55 55 mh BSP Sh TAR A prea pated pote ad bd 
35 pay 

ferimdat O& ‘mda Ty OrsSinss oxAde NIN’ (13) 
NTS pa ‘pip op 75 oP Pah DSP Panasps wOp F pan 
IsAhss yaxS ari * ash 

5 CTA me POs ANSS SAA ™MSa Ke (14) 
ANS SR maa Pxionss pSin 

pS 'SER4 25557 048 md Ssdairing “pent x54 (15) 
Nios ni dS 

‘eid5 UNDA pho Swiss cwiny 55 48 (16) 
35 75 te PP saRs 55 pA @xpaai wn 

S03 Sy hws mht wed 8 beh 3p ppi (17) 

STs NSpT measp $5 nih ins oS mh Gh (18) 
RDINS oohag pr mid ofS “oss BS Nips maps 
i254 

mo SAA msec Cred mh cers Ste 7855 (19) 
bh SONS ND abE 

sag md Moda x55 59 maeaie 785 pa apss 90558 (20) 
win St 


w5 


a Bom. yess, & Bom. 333%. ¢ Bom. xtox. d Bom. 


smsbarent, oe Comss, f Bom. xnmtia. 6 og & inserts S5p 
before nas A Bom. xnoep At. 7 Bom. pip. & C reads 





TSA N=rS8 instead of NIA RMR. = 7 Bom. Greve. =m Bom. 
The correct form is PSS. 2 Bom. xztex1, 4 

WER 0 Bom. wr. pf Bom. xitme. g Bom. xox. 
y Bom, PMI, B pRists, s Bom. x2auinner. ¢ Bom. 
Sonn, wz Bom. xr. a £B 2725 which is preferable. 
y Bess. 2 Bom. sib. aa Bom. x2:55. 65 Bom. 
TEN 71. ce Bom, m7°m:. dd Bom. dx. ee Bom. 12>. 


Jf Bom. nt:2. gg Bom. raven. 44 Bom. xaxb 4. iz Bom. 
“oz. k& Bom, 717. 


= BS 


Sibi Srae mh HAs) pa Press O57 win “bt (21) 
abhs cxtind oes nm 

apSs STR AR MMS wate 7855 ‘AAMT (22) 

exon TSnia HMAS pA nad wAhns mA (23) 
Sd545 ShvS mA Epes pdb 

ig ASAD MRD JAE MAS Mh (O5)p pa Wo. NM (24) 
30 SPH 2d SSA wobT TE Msdriok mS Wash athsts 
wi 

miswa mi 055 apsss spss me jab Pps (25) 
S3545 aio Morin om swe 57 xia 

shh UnFedd) Paatay ew aps ja5 ae (26) 
Sean ‘eraws mis i aah 

oS tri wSd od Yamdss brad *arvae ead (27) 
ecosisay plin’ aAswrsh sian hp 4Andti 

FexmbsSok pos has) dad Rpwis “impaw xdi (28) 
aap 

Myrseh xyes poay 'sagad opa eS me (29) 

a Bom. 81. 4 Bom. ™b™. ¢ Bom. "331. dB sini rt 
mani which is better. ¢ Bom. Nua, C xSted, f/f ‘ars 
would be a better reading. g B. xsav. 4 Bom. put. 
i Bom, xabma. & The correct text should be "aSox%, / Bom. 
“Tus. mm Bom. "Tink. 2 Bom. 72x o Bom. 42. 2g Bom. 
fqav. g Bom. xmoz). = Bom. rman, 4 man, BAS, 
s Bom, "=: (B. °m3), B F535. ¢ Bom, mae, A Nise. 
The best reading would be r*3é3. w Bom. xan. x Bom. 
xny2y, A xnvoor. y Bom. xmros1, z 4, B mesh. The best read- 
ing would perhaps be x#“A. aa Bom. jnnbus, 4, B TSTbSs. 
6b Bom. adds }15 before xi7m3. C has the same word here 
whilst B and ZD insert it on the margin. Vide Barth in 
ZDMG. XXX, p. 190. c¢ Bom. x1m3. dd Bom. jnawns. 
eé Bom. P72, 4 pea. ff APB. ~—s-ee Bom. NODICN, 
hh Bom. nave, a Bom. 72325. 4 Bom. wz. JZ Bom. 
xxi (B. NAbE?), A, B,C NBS. 


pd PeS5a0a 95 aaron winds 295 ie ewnas hota 
ws 3H 200 aps 

TAS MSS ERA LIAS CRAIN SP 724 (30) 
*antms mo xmad> eed 

‘medias 4% Medes is jO55 Foes apes ors (31) 
4 FAIS mh oink abs 

AS BSP Taspmi xo ™ MENT os 'mSweS AAR (32) 
SAA TAR apes Pe Sh 7S 357 OSS Cua 4S SSherw 
ST amaory 

nSwaa MSSF xbSwso) abSs4 NiSweS 795 554 (33) 
Ni5wOS S57 MST Sw pit nowsk NF anes prs 
ms 

N51055 NOSS Pama aE ms TMdsT SAT (34) 
mows 855 i5wia $5 mh yao “wh pity tmoos 

xo ax a4 55 “5pm xd Yxmiagd bled (35) 
x55 woah oS pol niin ik TAP ph Pppnd “dios 
winds m mSwk 

een} 3555 Ak 7353 NE apHS “mpm (36) 
heABS NAT MS sire xa odin “wa 7ass 


a B has xoo5= 5 7Z8 in the text, but margin as above. 
& C Text bch xab4. Margin as above. ¢ Bom. mbix. 
d Bom, x77. ¢ Bom. "hm. f Bom. 37x. g Bom. 728%. 
A Bom. rb. Zz Bom. nvv38. & Bom. oum. 7 Bom. ™ 
mEcn. m Bom. Wer. n Bom. opm. 0 Bom. 2. 
pg Bom. 27 (B. 27). g Bom. 3""P3"02. ry Bom. ™2"03. 
s Bom. prrus, Boers. ¢ Bom. nan. « B wet, 
a Bom. rvix:. y Bom. xvvax>. z Bom. 5pm. aa Bom. 
boty, Bdts&. bb Bom. cpys>. Bom. adds xian after 
Em. dd Bom, 22x". ce Bom, 2X). Jf Bom, 7. 
ge Bom, "3n770 (B. "n). AA CMS, 


ae = 

“3 S54 arindwk ow “Ha CSS rh tamed Ae (37) 
MA PS AMSAT SAR AR (O5)p CRSA Saw arg 

Sboom& x5 TdT SSn4 pad MIN PHD pod GF (38) 
Meade wo DS Ah 

nig ™ bso Na mat 5 Karsees x5 ixteins (30) 
webs mids wad “mviad nS dS rk 

"89 InAs Nah Prd ibe wha mA (40) 
98 ORD IMs wows 

oy yank *qAndp qess pas “poy > PF (41) 
"AS ore URFHR] SS po Yes Ta pris pis 
pirat 73 

DART ASS NGaT ase yp RSI (42) 
‘sAmoh “ops ys “ig sdoS MAA prsd es Shaan 
boss ndanh wb (05) 8 45 eyed sh Sad nt 

N35 wa} "eared wAdS aB5*5 “At 7a5 OAR (43) 


a Bom, nuwg. b&b Bom. >2 (B. +5). ¢ Bom.ita. d Bom. 
“2 which is preferable here. eB 35. f Bom. 7. 
g Bom. 72m. & Bom. mbox. 2 Bom. xan, B =n, 
& Bom. "mmx. The best punctuation would be "4s. 
2 The correct punctuation is saag, m Bom. x27y72 (B. 79 
xity), A xtoo je, B x¥yo yo. 2 Bom. mw. o Bom. “a. 
2 Bom. x2 (but N2Ww better). g Bom. mm (B. nv). 4, 
B, Com ni. 7+ Bom. "3. 5 Bom. man. ¢ Bom, "77. 
wu Bom. 7762 (B. er). a Bom. Fo"mbp. oy Bom. mus 
= Bom. 82eN1. aa Bom. jie pe. 4b Bom. moby. cc Bom. 
pra. dd Bom. “so. ce Aye, Cipyh. ff Bom. syns, 
C “ifm which is better. ge Bom. max"> (B, mins). 42 Bom. 
amxgi but AS would be a better punctuation than that 
given by the Mss. 77 Bom. ways. 2 Bom. 123 (B. 723). 
2 Bom. "23, 


Sass fe AST win SsSes st mkt SSR Poby °Nb55 
aes 2Armias oy ps sa pers 

SACS KsAe} mS] Nk ‘op tad PAe 7525 (44) 
ssh xd 

Nop “Mp Nook aps adh (45) 

pias indsh pias qoipd wAinss apes "ast (46) 
Insets $F PAR SSR Athos P94 

mS sip ab7 aAtsad oi a5 my saph (47) 
a355 

eis TS ees prs pia fetint y5 see (48) 
*a35) moa Sp ps oy pa 

“38 FSS Nd HT SA 7S ERA YNFIDOT (49) 
mMAsne 955, secs 

“pia GP POS Sch Osi “snis om “sien Ss (0) 
Sa NS PAS Ss a oA AD Cows red 

'emap RAT PIA tess NA spss 3 ‘asi (51) 
TS) Nd "ed pRs 

Shaye x5 NOR ON “RMDP NOT PIA "has TAS (52) 


a Bom. 3331. 4 Bom. "3, 42, COS. ¢ Bom. 1, 
Avr, Bw. d Bom. 2, BD. ¢ Bom. 13>. f Bom. 
mz. g Bom. yen> (B. jymeg>). «2 NPN is a better vocal- 
ization. 2 Bom. =*p. 2 Bom. “4. ¢7 Bom. 202. m Bom. 
meri. 2 Bom, "8. o B28 pg Bom. "331. g Bom. 
xvas. ¢ Bom. 2x1. s Bom. “xt, B has 95 before 55>. 
¢t Bom. xv. w BR. x Bom. s¥b3, 4 3952. y Bom. 
xmiztt. z Bom. "2x. a@a@ Bom. 70 (B. 70" which is per- 
haps the best vocalization), C 75", B jo. 65 Bom. "92h": 
The best punctuation is ~“EEmh. cco BowuS. dd Bom. "23 
(B. *riz). ce Bom. tmx. ff Bom. x0ep. gg Bom. mpy ™. 
The vocalization shoul be mvaPsa. th Bom. 372%, 


2 


C AWE, 








“e553 ra ooraS PsSon eS mike ok pS Assist mm TAS 
was NIA NAP OT psa 

Pxood eho Sinds creAsst pases SoeAbs (53) 
priza thos mS ‘band apo5 ohps ‘yinhast tents 

SoS mrinssS wip sive xmond aps "ods (54) 
sain’ tndh wand Absa went 

ry3ah minds ovtiend pws sfeks 935 pips (55) 
mines 735 "5 Sn Syne 


CHAPTER XLI 


Yop NAT DSA mone pe pAnA pio’ mint (1) 
simi $5 

capa PED in @ySy "PSS wind ya Ai (2) 
“ines PSA OS pooh 

wind pa fpirpsns “psd PIAS yin vd xAi (3) 
by NFSSMA pinSapS Heap} dS MM ySAT simss pis 
sinh spe 


@ Bom. xv. 6 C7S3h. ¢ Bom. xnep. d@ Bom. why. 
e Bom. my, C mR. £ Bom. sim (B. 7in2), 4 prem. 
& Bom. pare. = =4 A xoma. 7 Bom. “os. = 2 Bom. jinsax7. 
? Bom. 21773. 9 m Bom. "max. 2 Bom, osx, B oti, 
0 Bom. "Tiny? ~ Bom. 281 g Bom. prin. + Bom. 77% 
s Bom. im. 4 Bom. dix. uz Bom. =m x Bom. "rn, 
B, Cur. y Bom. exp. 2 Bom. sto. aa Bom. Sau. 
46 Bom. 7m. ce Bom. “19>. dd Bom. ninxa. ee Bom. 
wots, 4 pony, B ASnsk, Cpints. The punctuation should 
be 25AR. 7 Bom. Ree which is correct. gg Bom. 7in"7"3 
(B. has 77a). 42 Bom. jem (B. prem). a It should 
be xaes. 





Dab mh dS jAOAS wid Ppa wstin 2N55a0 (4) 
MOMS SMSAST CNA Oa ids peeDs xcsin 

PxSoBS 85555 ‘pSaw 250 ei mised oSRA toh (5) 
130) “aed ih 

medals 1 letest 1 Peeats * 1 + <= 

az op ‘pepo Pps poaw yaw xm (6) 
sama 

xAaos wow yoo mio eipS xSaw sibah (7) 
PRadA RFA mI OAR NAA 

SS} ip mwi mrin onda) sipha nist (8) 
mio pind mone Shes Senos $5 nh aha ban 
MOMS Fines “eps mds “ba 

SSS ‘FO mh aS non wd ops 24 "SSH (9) 
po wa 574 

ros soma ohh a sad 53 4 my (10) 
cosinor DA rif ors whup 34 

FAwES NSF wins Rie TA eS Ped “SxiadA (11) 
xiada Prada 

wSiup 295 wind “sad ody iad “pent (12) 
MBH Pras 735 MASA rh wSS BL ob’ ee Rhos 
a Bom, x>2x). 4 Bom. pw7a4 (B. wat). ¢ Bom. xgrves. 
@ A "ITE, e Bom. oom. f/ Bom. xtbav. = g Bom. 
“tbe. 2 Bom. xeps. 7 Bom. 3. & A 72 7 Bom. 
pw (B. je"). 2m Bom. prox (B. Wy). ow B. Pena. 


uf Stk. p Bom. webm and usually S. C xabm and 
always H. g sBsoth would be a better vocalization. 
r Bom. “3-m. 5 NMSA is the correct punctuation. ¢ Bom 
comin. oa Co mabr, x Bom. "wey, 4 wet. y Bom. dabran 


z Bom. "0 (B. ":m590). aa Bom. 35. 46 Bom. 2093. 
ce Bom, vs"'Fm (B. wamn2). dd Bom. xyorbm. ce Bom. 732 
(B. y2r"). ff Bom. mxqaz, 4 "3722. gg Bom. PSUR. 
hh Bom. xv25% but is very inconsistent; thus in verse 11 N=>°% 
and mbm and in verse 12 4722m2. 


a 

by Pose of mia pS aS MET NHS mint (13) 
aoe mAs odhat 

mS pa Sorina adhe ri xiph mimb nboh (14) 
mond mis S37 reviiod Ds BOT sds 

ae one) dreds wb pots mob aK (15) 
Eres pa NAA vod mt aad SD mode wisi 

FoorSa naar 7a x ‘sawaS mob mh pdhn Pasi (16) 
moms ™NBSw ‘amr se (05)p pA 

bo mRP NIRA AAS poh od mdm "SSH (17) 
wins oss 

PHSB TS PHOS iin vdeo WSS wind yo Nest (18) 


Sink PHT crak 
pon Tins expo ce Tin 24b NA (19) 
ROIS 553 PAT ATA NS 05 FANS wand sas poe 


was pheds 

esin 93d rs sais) sso xsin s5584 (20) 
“MASS “RMD 

Spimdnas RES AR yams SF “yond NSH (27) 
msdn Ysrvanpass wa * prvi 


@ Bom, “WE, 4 Bom. a°78. The best vocalization 
would be S58. ¢ Bom. "eT. = d Bom. nbn. ¢ Bom. 
svipn (B. “wipa), Ff Bom. “wna, B inh, g B. mm. 
4% Bom. 3*m8). We should expect 2585, z Bom. 2%. 
& Bom. aby. The best vocalization would be }ySs. 
/ Bom, anim. om Bom. robes, 2 Bom. d*23. o For an 
explanation of this word cf. “Aruh. of Natan b. Jehiel”. 

v. Fa. g For the correct vocalization of these. two 
words v. verse 3. 4 jtmy, B pins, C Prmix. + Bom. 
RnR. os Bom. anzep. = ¢ Bom. bes. uw Bom. es 
(B. yrr7a9). «x Bom. yim (B. poi). y Bom. 72 
RNa 29. 


Sart Ss36S 8 ypSd Sab vas SAT wibAS tery (22) 
aor 'fba 

Kamae op hepo oPAS 8485 plow ode xAi (23) 
yinans 

IeAsd siSaw sSo ni wAhi5 eiSaw wi$ab (24) 
“Arad md shes ™ mash 

Ft ms win TA mobs wAdA mss gdh sai (25) 
myws 9h M905 Pry 
wifay Soh ‘pis wD v4 xFfi5d xrttn ySw (26) 
Min WA RASA PS ho oso NAS 
PAS Sap Sot As estd ecsin vse (27) 
“ind op ppet xchps wiSow sso pik ‘she odd 
sips shy yoo 

S585 PAD 4 YD Od *r5SH5 whims sin (28) 
Page mi “5M 

eens 535 834 N20 FRE Sow yom RA (29) 
Darn 

BS cdindt presnd wind tho vdb “patpy (30) 
*NOIRT NOD ms Nips sh oe ds ednkd “dad 

wins wind otp pA woah “edad ytimh w57 (31) 
rons win feeb was pS AS 


« 


io) 


a Bom. rm. 4 Bom. 7724. ¢ Bom. jp30. ad Bom. 
xupa. e Bom. 7m. / Bom. 322. g Bom. 43). 2 Bom. \77:. 
2 Bom. je°7%. & Bom. jes (B. res). 7 Axn=ty. m Bom. 
revzx. 2 Bom. xv2m>. o Bom. 2x1, pg An. g Bom. 
yr Bom. j2"% so B and C 7x. s See verse 3. 
t Bou yrs. u« Bom. pv. =x Bom. mvbibn “1. y B in- 
serts ™ before “83. z Barre. aa Bom. mx. 06 A nd78> 
(omitting m7). c¢ Bom. arm (B. ypu), C pap. dd Bom. 

st. ce B (text) 8208 --*5 but margin as above R2785 NZS, 
HF Bom. xzsv. gg Bom. 2777 (B. 3°72). 





=. 96> = 


bash As phot pAAA MIS wb AoNeT 255 (32) 
Jessop as Sp oma sb (05)p 7a Nain 

bd Ersisidiey msn {Asso 785 md csi) 79D4 (33) 
Dire xs 

ra fran) wink OS pha ded mob "554 (34) 
Sgdas hy y5wa paws NK 

myst PASS NAS Ne innsy 5S 6 * pots (35) 
x*inpa wiiad Pring showa cs minh eiad aa 
ne 

ips UD Sed gd85 ASS eH had DAN (36) 
wipes sdast5 ead Saws x5F oda enka pants 

sminad 53 sida) mind hd Ndind Bw (37) 

ANS 955 PAS nSwin wihsass mw asi (38) 
mm (D5)p 7s mia 

NF dS mh FFB ysis rAd HOS mms 85 (39) 
SAAS Sha “S20 rey 

bS jimh av) $95 ord OS “NOD TAA ms (40) 
Td ps bo PSA NAb Sd tind ay 

$5 53 FAA creda SoM ROWS mons Tat (41) 
piiza7 NN 

Tass ore) mess $58 mmApd ms mob “ook (42) 


@ Bom, m4, B sings. It should be “SAX5. 4 Bom. 
ype. ¢ mia) is the correct punctuation. d@ Bom. may 
e Bom. "mm. f Bom. yobsto. 3=og Bom. ma. =k Bom. 
wasn (B. 733"), 7 Bom. xvae. 2 Bom. worm. 2 CD. 
m Bom. yn. 2 Bom. wrasy. 0 Bom. xv. p Bom. 
meet. g Bom. 7. 7 Am. os Bom. pms, CM, 
tBypsrw. wu Bom. ney, A mewn. © Bom. a. 
y Bom. 977. z Bom. yntsto (B. ynbox1) B, C pbsto%. 
na Axvy bb Bom. ao co Bom. im. dd A "DR. 
ce Bom. opty. A mop, B meee). “ Bom. am 








“ese BR pins pond mas wesdsi yobs ats $F 
mang 5S Kans 

aka Favs oxriod xSerind mAs PsSaki (43) 
st4nds goat $5 59 mph coidh eSbH5 wh8 pA oninip 

NE TAavad [S54 mgne whk yOoS Nw eR (44) 
ioto 6S a555 m9 mh pe TANS meds a a Fos 
DAT NTS 555 

mms ™ S55 eas wind dhe “ohw md wipt (45) 
po45 es Coms5 fied e845 yap dip m3 ros rh res aA 
Dzes NTR Mbp SD 

xida FTE (O5)p op 5 pio pros 19 po (46) 
msds MINK 553 7555 MIN (O5)P pa HOA pi ofS 

RVs NSIC HD yes Re TAT eth (47) 
Smszind 

D285 NIWRS NNT SS vSD 3d 55 mi wish (48) 
M55 DAS “NADAS “RAP SPA ad NPS wha AM 

Ypéng 92 wind 7S 55 NSS had pdte wish (49) 
pra mS “Ag hobs 

amd mts eS sb pis PAR esi 2d951 50) 
es NS5 PAD woAp MS moe mS ones NaS 


a Bom. x2"r2. 6 Bom. 27278". ¢ Bom. xm. d@ Bom. 
ma. e¢ Bom. 2. f 75! would be a better vocalization. 
g Anx. & Bom. ps. 7 Bom. xv. & Should it be nw? 
Z Bom, j72227 (B. 77201). Cf. Winer: De Onkeloso eiusque 
Paraphrasi Chaldaica: Leipzig 1820. p. 28. mm Bom. ‘253. 
a Instead of m7 ynba jrawat xnaa, C simply has F535 miss 
which is perhaps preferable. o Bom. 1m3x>. yg A has 525 
instead of bz. g Bom. 7. 7 Bom. xza%. 5 Bom. 75x». 
¢ C*rict, w Bom. amp“. x Bom. xwinea™. y Bom. 
pep". z Bom. "79>. aa C ‘bre. 6b Bom. mb9. 
cc Bom. mm ™, 


sp Shs $8 mii xia phe mm pote xiph (51) 
NSS m5 55 mag Psd 55 mh 

°p4R5 Mh as oa Dok ip CNP ah Diw my (52) 
shart 

paras NOIkS MAT Nad HD Vb wad (53) 

poi S9a85 wad (aS Nips he yop Saeviei (54) 
wand mia ods NaS So) NAN 555 Nind nit 

mom (DI)P wad inizh phwat whisk >5 Pde (55) 
mayest pots mis wb lekie 555 mob Tas) “ands 
"ANSI Fs 

55 mh pot mp) Nk (BR 5 bd MIA wdpdd (56) 
RITNS Nip sppnh ose TPS thay Pinas ozs 
Drs 

ya who joras ods “ime wpe 94955 954 (57) 
NSIS 555 wis "spr sis pot 
a Bom. "72x, Bin&. 2 Bom, 23, BSS3. ¢ A xm, 
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4 Bom. o22%. 7 Bom. mz. 2 B, C wand 5. 7 A oe. 
m Bom, ve", 2 Bom. yan (B. pIa2m). o Bom. NTT, 
£ Bom. fna™. g Bom. par. 7 Bom. p™xe> (B. 75%). 

s Bom. 7%. ¢ Bom, sx. zw Bom, 57pH. 


ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA, 


An italic number signifies that the line is counted from 
the bottom of the page upwards. 
3, line 5. 
ult. Pro he lege the. 


Page 
eed 
» 
» 
» 


a” 


> 


32; 
37) 
46, 
47; 
47; 
48, 
59, 


ez 


” 


Ve 
17. 
2. 


3: 


6. 


4. 


Ny 
ri 


Cf. Zunz, l. c. p. 132. 


Cf. Seligsohn. 1. c. p. 20. 

Pro devise lege device. 

Pro S. lege S. 

Cf. Diwan of Jehudah Hallevi; No. 65 in 
Luzzatto’s Edition where vax" (it should 
be 728") is rimed with 79h. 

Pro 7255 lege “255. 

Cf. Friedlander. “A third system of sym- 


bols for the Hebrew vowels and accents”. 
(Jewish Quarterly Review VII, 27. p. 567), 


Pro exemples lege examples. 

Pro jru25w5 lege pudswi. 

Cf. myvanct 3x (Jeremiah 14, 14) and 
yyminw (Jeremiah 15, 11). 

Pro nets lege xi27Ge. 

Cf. Aboth de R. Nathan. Ch. 34. 

Cf. Ragi a. 1. 

op lege D™P. 

“3 lege “E*. 

Cf. Barth in ZDMG. XXX, p. 193. 

Pro wb lege ~>u. 

Cf. Midras Genesis Rabba ch. 42. § 7 in 
Wilna Edition. 


Page 50, line 72. 


» $1, 
” 525 
a 56. 
» 56, 
a2 58, 
oo 59, 
EP) 59 
” 60, 
a? 61, 
a 62, 
» 63, 
» 64, 
» 67, 
» 71, 
» 713) 
» 78, 
A few 


oP) 


a OO? == 


Pro }'mawvA lege yiraah. 

nifwa lege xorwe, 

Pro "FO lege "Mth. 

Pre N33 lege pas. 

Pro nin§ lege nin. 

Pro “wax? lege “the. 

Pro xiv=* lege xiv45. 

Pro procs lege jrnettn. 

v. Ibn Ezra, to this verse, who explains the 
Jewish Interpretation from jb% = to hide 





“= 
and gs) — to open. 
Pro nét lege 505. 
Pro mud et mod lege m4wY et nid. 


. v. Barth in ZDMG. XXX. p. 192. 


2 d a » ” Pp. 190. 
v. Seligsohn. 1. c. p. 26. 

Pro pram, lege Pret}. 

Pro 585 lege m&i. 

Vide Friedlander. 1. c. p. 568. 


sites which sprung off during printing are not 
specified as they are easily recognisable. 





Printed by W. Drugulin, Leipzig (Germany). 








